ee Ee 








Dec. 22, 1906. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. Vol. 51.) 123 


4 THE SCOTTISH UNION 
SAND NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY. 
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| men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 
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Current Topics. 


The Secret Meeting of the Law Society. 


Tue RESULT of the meeting last week—we sayit with great regret 
—is to reveal an attitude on the part of the Council of the Law 
Society which alters altogether the opinion previously entertained 
by many solicitors with regard to the expellina of the appoint- 
ment of a committee in pursuance of the recent requisition. 
That opinion was that the Council contained many men of sound 
judgment and wide knowledge of affairs who could be safely 
trusted to devise regulations for the conduct of solicitors’ 
business, which, while satisfying the public, would not be 
unduly irksome to the individual practitioner. We are not at 
all ashamed to say that that was the view we entertained and 
expressed. But the fact that a member of the Council who 
believes that everything which could properly be done had 
been done by the Council, was apparently put forward at the 
recent meeting to represent the views of his colleagues and 
oppose the resolution for the appointment of a committee, shews 
that the reactionists have ed, and that some stimulus is 
necessary to induce the Council to do ai gag The opinion 
is widely entertained that so i —— be os oy and done 
speedily. As our correspondents wee perly point out, 
the function of the proposed committee wit 1 not te to make 
regulations, but only to suggest them; the regulations so 
suggested may be either or rejected by the members, 
to whom they would, of course, be submitted before they were 
adopted. The reference in the resolution to the 
guarantee fund no doubt conduced to its ane at the recent 
meeting, but it is to be remembered that this is only a matter 
are to consider. Wherein then lies the 
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would shew the public that a determined movement is to be 
made with a view of purging the profession from the black 
sheep who have brought so much discredit on it. We join with 
our correspondents in urging that solicitors should take the 
trouble to poll in support of the resolution which was lost at 
the recent meeting. 


New Master of the Supreme Court. 


Me. Turopore Seton Dury has been appointed a Master of 
the Supreme Court in the place of Master Sporrortu. Mr. Duvay 
has been an Assistant Registrar in the Land Registry Office. 
We may have something to say on this appointment next week. 


The Loss of Negotiable Instruments. 


Rumours, more or less confident, have been heard during 
the last few days that the Chancellor of the Exchequer, with 
the view of economy in the use of gold coin, will recommend 
the Legislature to sanction the issue of £1 notes. Similar notes 
have for many years formed part of the currency of Scotland, 
and though they may possibly remain in circulation for a longer 
time than notes of greater value, and become almost as dirty and 
shabby as the paper currency familiar to those who have visited 
Italy, they will be certainly more portable than an equivalent 
value in gold. It must, however, be observed that, with the 
increase in the number of banknotes, the chance of some one of 
them being lost or destroyed is largely increased. By section 70 
of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, in an action on a lost bill, 
the court or a judge may order that the loss of the instrument 
shall not be set up provided an indemnity be given to the 
satisfaction of the court or judge against the claims of any other 
person upon the instrument in question. This section is confined 
to bills, but section 87 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 
remains unrepealed, and this section, which contains a similar 
provision in larger terms, has been held in McDonnell y. Murray 
(9 Ir. C. L. Rep. 495) to apply to banknotes. We may, therefore, 
assume that even the permanent loss of a number of these notes 
will not involve the serious consequences which would attend a 
loss of gold coin. 


Assessment for Income Tax. 


Tae case of Strong § Co. v. Woodifield (1906, A. C. 448), 
before the House of Lords, raised a nice point as to the nature 
of the business losses which can be deducted from profits in 
making a return for income tax. A brewery company owned an 
inn which was carried on by a manager as part of their business. 
Owing to the negligence of the company’s servants, a guest 
sleeping at the inn was injured by the fall of a chimney, and he 
recovered damages and costs against the company. The com- 
pany claimed to deduct these as trade losses in making their 
retarn of profits under Schedule D. The schedule contem- 


plates that certain deductions shall be made, but it adopts | 


the course of defining these negatively. The third rule 
to Case 1 in the schedule gives a list of deductions which are 
not authorized. Thus (inter alia) no deduction is to be made 
on account of loss not connected with or arising out of the 
business, and the first of the rules applicable to both Cases 1 and 2 
forbids the deduction of any expenses, not being money whully 
and exclusively laid out or expended for the purposes of the 
trade. But though these provisions are in form negative, they 
obviously imply that losses connected with or arising out of the 
trade may be deducted, and also money wholly laid out for the 
of trade. The question, therefore, in the above case 
was, whether the damages and costs paid by the company came 
within either of these provisions. Primd facie the view that they 
were losses arising out of the business of carrying on the inn 
seems to be plausible. The business required the provision of 
accommodation for guests, with the possibility that accidents 
might arise for which the proprietors would have to pay com- 
tion, and this consideration was put forward by Lord 
yore or Hzazroxp, who intimated doubt as to the decision of 
the House. The rest of the House, however, considered that 
the expense was to be attributed to the company’s character of 
householders and not to their character of traders, The only 
losses which can be deducted are those which are really in- 
cidental to the trade itself. This test was not satisfied, and 
consequently the deduction was not permitted. 





Illegal Distress on Lodgers’ Goods. ; 
A nezarT point as to the liability for an illegal distress under 
the Lodgers’ Goods Protection Act, 1871, was decided by the 
Court of Appeal recently in Lowe v. Dorling § Son (1906, 9 
K. B. 772). The Act provides, by section 2, that if any oupoeas 
landlord or any bailiff employed by him shall, after bei 
served with the statutory declaration and inventory, and after 
gpa or tender of rent due from the lodger t 
is immediate landlord, levy or proceed with a distress on 
the goods of the lodger, such superior landlord or bailiff 
shall be guilty of an illegal distress, and the lodger may 
apply to the justices for the restoration of the Pi and 
it is further provided that “the superior landlord shall also 
be liable to an action at law at the suit of the lodger.” 
Does this imply that the bailiff is not to be liable t 
such an action, or does this specific giving to the lodger of 
a remedy against the landlord still leave him at liberty 
to bring any action which the law would otherwise give him against 
the bailiff for illegal distress? On this question Cottivs, M.R., 
took the former view, and the majority of the court (Fiercaer 
Movtron and Farwe., L.JJ.) the latter. The Master of the 
Rolls found in the language of the section a dominant intention 
to put the landlord in a different position from the bailiff; and 
while, as against the bailiff, the only result of the illegal distress 
was that the lodger could obtain by summary process the 
restoration of his goods, as against the superior landlord he 
was to have a further remely by action. On the other hand, 
the majority of the court declined to deprive the words of the 
statute, under which the bailiff was in certain events to be deemed 
to be guilty of an illegal distress, of their ordinary result. Ifhe 
was guilty of an illegal distress, he was, as Fiztroner Mouton, 
L.J., put it, subject to the well-known legal consequences te 
which a person who has committed such a tort is liable. As 
regards the concluding words of the section, in which the right 
of action against the landlord is specifically given, the learned 
Lord Justice did not profess to offer any satisfactory explana- 
tion. He suggested that they might restrict the lodger’s 
remedy to an action against the landlord in the case where the 
lodger had adopted the summary procedure of the section for 
the recovery of his goods; or that they might be intended to 
extend the liability of the landlord to the case where the bailiff 
had exceeded his mandate, But both he and Farwert, L.J., 
were agreed that this concluding portion was ancillary merely, 
and that it did not save the bailiff from being liable to a common 
law action for the illegal distress of which he was by the statute 


to be deemed guilty. 


A French Action for False Imprisonment. 


An action for false imprisonment, which at one time would 
always be found in the common jury list, does mot often occupy 
the time of the High Court at the mt day. The cause of 
action is thus stated in the concise form provided by the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, “that the defendant 
assaulted and beat the plaintiff, gave him into custody to a 
policeman, and caused him to be imprisoned in a police office.” 
A common defence was that a felony had been committed, and 
that the defendant, having reasonable and probable cause for 
suspecting that the plaintiff was guilty, gave him into custody, 
In a case which has just been determined by the Fifth Chamber 
of the Tribunal of the Seine the defendant, a furrier of Paris, 
having entered a café, believed that he recognized in the plaintiff, 
who was sitting at a table, an individual who some days before 
had stolen from the defendant’s shop a superb sable cravat. He 
at once gave the plaintiff into custody and had him conveyed to 
the police office. He found out immediately afterwards that he. 
had made a mistake, and apologized to the plaintiff, who was 
the chauffeur of an Italian nobleman, The plaintiff refused to 
accept the apology and brought an action Er damages. The 
decision of the court and the grounds upon which it proceeded 
are as follows: “ Considering that the n who prefers an 
information to the judicial authorities of the commission of an 
offence and alleges that it has been committed by a person who 
is really innocent, is only liable to damages when he has acted 
mala fide and maliciously, it is the duty of the tribunal 
determine, on a consideration of the circumstances, whether the 
recklessness with which the charge was made or the plaintiff” 
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given into custody is sufficient evidence of a cause of action 
ander section 1382 of the Code. Considering that, if no question 
arises of mala fides or malice on the part of the defendant, the 
fact that he ordered the plaintiff to be arrested in the presence of 
the persons assembled in the café without any cause other than 
his accidental resemblance to the thief, was an act of negligence 
for which the person injured has a right to recover compensa- 
tion. Even assuming that the resemblance was some excuse 
for the mistake, he ought to have acted with more prudence, 
and should have consulted a police-officer, so that the suspected 
rson might be followed and detained without any scandal.” 
fn the result 400 francs damages were awarded to the plaintiff. 
We think that in this country he might possibly have recovered 
a larger amount. 
The Liability of a District Messenger Company. 
Tue Supreme Court of Massachusetts had recently to con- 
sider, in Haskell v. Boston District Messenger Co. (190 Mass. 
189), the liability of a district messenger company for money 
entrusted to a messenger and stolen by him. The company 
was incorporated for the purposes of ‘‘carrying on a general 
messenger business,” and had been in the habit of furnish- 
ing messengers for hire. The plaintiff signalled to the 
company for a messenger by means of a call-box, and 
delivered to the messenger sent in response to his call a 
receipted bill for rent, amounting to fifty-eight dollars, and 
sent him to a tenant to collect it. The messenger collected the 
money and failed to return it. The plaintiff's case was founded 
on the proposition that the defendants acted as common carriers 
in receiving the bill ang undertaking to bring back the money. 
The court gave judgment for the defendant, holding that the 
defendants were not common carriers, for they did not assume 
any control over the work in which the messengers were to be 
employed and usually had no knowledge of it until after it 
was completed. There was an implied contract on their 
part that the messengers whom they furnished should be 
suitable and proper persons for the performance of the 
ordinary duties of messengers, so far as the exercise of ordinary 
care in the selection and employment of them would enable them 
to procure such persons. Fora failure to take due precautions in 
these particulars the defendants might be held liable, either for 
negligence or upon an implied contract, to any person who 
suffered loss from the misconduct of a messenger furnished by 
them. In the present case there was no evidence of negligence 
by the defendants in this respect. This decision appears to be 
uite satisfactory. In the case of the London District Messenger 
dom any the clause ‘‘ the company is responsible up to £20 for 
articles entrusted to its messengers, provided the value is pre- 
viously declared’? would tend to prevent controversies like 
that raised in the American court. 


Judges and Law Reporters. 

Law REPORTERS are a patient folk, but we have sometimes 
heard them complain of the elocution of judges whose decisions 
have to be reported and prepared for publication. It might 
reasonably be expected that a judge, who has ed a great part 
of his life in practice at the bar, should recognize the importance, 
first, of making himself heard, and, secondly, of speaking with 
due emphasis and deliberation, so that the law reporter, 
who is very seldom able to write shorthand, may take 
his notes with as little flurry and excitement as possible. 
But it is quite plain that at least one of our judges has not 
mastered the art of managing his voice, and is at the same time 
accustomed to deliver his judgment at such a pace that even a 
shorthand writer has some difficulty in taking it down. A rapid 
delivery is a serious obstacle to the due appreciation of a learned 
judgment. Some of our judges have gone a little in the 
opposite direction, and it was said of one that when he asked a 
question it was impossible to remember the whole of it after he 
had finished. But we think this slowness is not likely to load 
to much inconvenience. A rapid and indistinct utterance, on 
the other hand, must necessarily diminish the effect of much 
that is said by a learned judge. 


Greek and Latin Quotations in the Courts of 


Justice, 
We wears rather surprised to read in the report of a case 
which came before the Probate Division that the counsel con- 





sidered the use of Latin phrases in a letter as a proof of affecta- 
tion or insincerity on the part of the writer. The value in 
modern education of the study of the classics has been much 
discussed, and in the opinion of many learned individuals, 
including the masters of the public schools, no one who is ignerant 
of the language and works of the classic authors has any right . 
to assert that he has received a liberal education. But, however 
this may be, many persons still living must have observed that 

ublic speakers have dropped the practice which existed in the 
ast century of introducing denteal quotations in their speeches. 
These quotations are to be found in the speeches at the trial of 
Queen Caroxtyz, and at a much later period Sir Hues Oarens, 
in addressing the special jury in the Wyndham Lunacy case, 
favoured them with an extract from JuvenaL which we can only 
hope was sufficiently appreciated. Zempora mutantur. We have 
no reason to suppose that those who address juries at the 
present day have forgotten their Latin and Greek, but we read 
their speeches without meeting with a single classical quotation. 


Nuisance from Bees. 

Aw action recently tried at the assizes, in which one bee- 
keeper complained of the nuisance caused by the bees of the 
other, was merely an example of the general rule that the 
proprietor of land must not accumulate animals of any deseription 
upon it so as to be a nuisance to his neighbour. It ap d 
that the defendant had collected an extraordinary number of 
bees in his garden, while the plaintiff had made arrangements 
for the accommodation of his own bees at a considerable distance 
from his house and grounds. It is not unusual, even in great 
cities like London, for animals to be collected in a single house 
so as to be a nuisance to adjoining occupiers. Ladies who lead 
solitary lives, and who have not the heart to cause kittens to be 
destroyed, allow cats to accumulate in their houses in such 
numbers that it is necessary for their neighbours to ap to 
the police magistrates. Australia and New Zealand are at 
present suffering from the undue increase of rabbits, which are 
not indigenous to the soil. The comparatively small extent of 
the island which we inhabit is the only reason why we do not 
suffer from a similar plague. 








Preferential Payments by Executors. 


Ay important question as to the power of executors in the 
course of the administration of their testator’s estate to prefer 
one creditor before another has been decided by the Court of 
Appeal in Re Samson (1906, 2 Ch. 584). An executor ordinarily 
has two rights by which preference may be given to one 
creditor of the testator over others. If he is himself a creditor 
of the estate he is entitled to retain his own debt and so secure 
preference over other creditors, and he is also entitled, until 
some creditor has intervened to obtain judgment either for his 
own debt or for administration, to prefer one creditor before 
another. Each of these rights, however, the one personal to the 
executor and the other incident to the executor’s administrative 
discretion, originally only enabled a preference to be obtained 
over other creditors of the same degree, and hence as long 
as specialty and simple contract debts stood upon different 
footings as regards administration, the specialty creditors were 
not liable to have the fund available for payment of their debts 
diminished. Since, however, the distinction between these two 
classes of debts has been abolished for the purpose of adminis- 
tration, difficulty has arisen in reconciling the previously existing 
rights of an executor with the altered condition of the les. 

The preamble to Hinde Palmer’s Act (32 & 33 Viet. ¢. 46) 
recited that it was expedient to abolish the distinction as to 
priority of payment between specialty and simple contract debts 
of deceased persons, and it was enacted that, in the administra- 
tion of the estate of every person who died after the Ist; of 
January, 1870, no debt of such person should be entitled 
to any priority or preference by reason merely that it was 
ane os 0 bend, bp or other neem Sa — 
“ but O) itors of such , as well ialty as si 
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notwithstanding,” with a proviso protecting the rights of secured 
creditors. Now, inasmuch as the Act was intended to place 
specialty and simple contract creditors on the same footing, it 
might have been argued that the executor’s rights of retainer 
and of preference were both alike abolished, for it would not, 
without preserving in some way the distinction between the two 
classes of debts, be possible to allow the rights to be exercised 
according to their original extent. On the other hand, it might 
be argued that the effect of abolishing the distinction between 
the two classes of debts was to extend each of these rights, and 
to enable the executor to retain his own debt or to prefer a 
simple contract creditor’s debt as against all other debts, whether 
specialty or simple contract. 

With regard to the executor’s right of retainer, however, 
neither of these results has been adopted. The right has not 
been abolished by Hinde Palmer’s Act, nor has it been enlarged 
by that Act so as to give the executor the right to retain his 
debt as against a creditor of a higher degree. The former 
point was decided in Crowder vy. Stewart (16 Ch. D. 368), where 
Matis, V.C., thought that the result of the non-abolition of 
the right of retainer and the abolition of the distinction between 
— and simple contract debts would probably be to enlarge 

e scope of the right of retainer, and to make it effectual as 
against specialty debts. ‘‘The law,” he said, ‘‘was that a 
creditor by simple contract could not retain as against a specialty 
greditor, but the difference being abolished, he now has a right 
of retainer; that, however, is simply the result of the enactment 
that all the distinctions between specialty and simple contract 
debts should be abolished. Therefore, the executor has the 
right of retainer against all creditors, instead of against some 
only.” This extension of the right of retainer, however, has 
not been accepted, and the executor is still precluded from 
retaining his own simple contract debt except as against 
creditors of the same degree: Wilson v. Coxwell (23 Ch. D. 764). 
In that case Pearson, J., directed an apportionment of the assets 
between the specialty and simple contract creditors, and then 
allowed the executor to retain his debt out of the sum appor- 
tioned for simple contract creditors. The executor may benefit 
in consequence of the amount available for simple contract 
creditors being increased by reason of Hinde Palmer’s Act (Re 
Jones, 31 Ch. D. 440), but his right of retainer is not otherwise 
affected by the Act. 

Turning to the executor’s right of preference, it would seem that 
the same considerations apply to this as to the right of retainer, 
and that the executor should be still debarred from exercising a 

ference in favour of a lower class of creditors as against a 
higher class. A contrary view was taken by Kexewion, J.,in Re 
Orsmond (58 L. T. 24), and that learned judge held that the right 
of preference had been enlarged by Hinde Palmer’s Act, so that 
an executor was now able to prefer a simple contract creditor 
as against specialty and simple contract creditors alike. But in 
Re Hankey (1899, 1 Ch. 541) Norra, J., held that the authorities 
upon the non-extension of the right of retainer ought to be 
followed in regard to the right of preference. The right to 
prefer, he said, was not different from the right to retain, and 
the cases which shewed that the right of retainer had not been 
affected shewed also that the right of preference had not been 
enlarged so as to enable an executor to prefer one creditor 
against another of higher degree. 

In Re Samson (supra), however, the Court of Appeal have 
preferred the decision in Re Oremund and have overruled Re 
Hankey. A testator died leaving personal estate which realized 
£360, and real estate which was valued at £2,100 and was 
subject to a specialty mortgage debt of £1,800. The simple 
contract debts amounted to £453, and these were paid in full, 
one of the executors, a son of the testator, advancing the 
amount of the deficiency. He subsequently repaid himself out 
of the surplus of the rents of the real estate after payment of 

mortgage interest. Ultimately the mortgage security proved 
deficient, and the mortgagees claimed to prove against the 
testator’s estate for the balance of their debt. This raised the 
question whether the executors could, by virtue of their right of 
erence, justify the payment of the simple contract debts in 

i without providing for the specialty debt. 

This state of circumstances has rendered it necessary to decide 
whether the executor’s right of preference continues, and if so 


to what extent. Vavonan Wituams, L.J., in his judgmeng 
recognized that the trend of recent cases had been rather ig 
favour of holding that the old rights of an executor—both thy 
right of retainer and the right of preference—did continue, but 
that, continuing, they were to be dealt with as if the classes of 
specialty creditors and simple contract creditors, and the priori 
of one over the other, also still continued. On the other h 
there was the view suggested by Wickens, V.O., in Re William@ 
Estate (L. R. 15 Eq. 270), that the effect of the Act was t 
place all creditors, whether specialty creditors or simple contragt 
creditors, as standing in the same degree, and therefore the 
executor’s rights, when continued, would be effectual 
against all these creditors in the same degree. Only in this 
way, it would seem, could the old distinction whid 
put specialty creditors and simple contract creditors ig 
different degrees be entirely abolished. This latter is the 
view that the learned Lord Justice and his colleagues—F LETonm 
Movtrtow and Bucxtzy, L.JJ.—adopted, at least as regards the 
right of preference. The Act was merely intended to produs 
equality of distribution by means of the abolition of the distine. 
tion between specialty creditors and simple contract creditors, 
and it did not, said Vavenan Wuuiams, L.J., deprive the 
executor either of his administrative right or of his personal 
protective right. On the other hand, since it left the adminis 
trative right operative as against one single class of debts, 
composed both of specialty and simple contract debts, the result 
was to make the right of preference exerciseable as agains 
specialty debts. 

This was sufficient for the decision in Re Samson, and it wa 
held that the executors were not liable to the specialty crediton 
for having in that case given preference to the simple contras 
debts, and there appears to be nothing in the judgment of 
Vaucuan Wituams, L.J., to prevent the same rule applying t 
the right of retainer. Both Firercnzr Movrron and Buoxxgy, 
L.JJ., however, while arriving at the same conclusion with 
regard to the right of preference, were careful to limit their jud 
ments to that right, leaving the question of the extent of the righ 
of retainer to be settled when it should arise. At the same tims 
we rather gather that the impression of the court was in favow 
of extending the right of retainer in the same manner as th 
right of preference. Such, indeed, is the inevitable logical 
result; but it must be remembered that there are practic 
considerations in regard to the administration of the estate 
which make a right of preference necessary, whereas the right 
of retainer is neither necessary nor is it favoured by the courts; 
so that it is still possible that it may receive different treatmemt 
when it is next called in question. 








‘Counsel's Receipts. 


Tue authorities at Somerset House have achieved a notable 
triumph in their latest attempt to increase the proceeds of the 
stamp duties. Hitherto it has been the settled understanding 
that an acknowledgment of payment of counsel’s fees, sing 
it was not a receipt for a legal debt, did not requi 
a stamp, but this understanding is now dissolved 
the judgment of Bray, J., on Tuesday, in The G 
Council of the Bar v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (Tu 
19th inst.) In Re Beavan (23 L. J. Uh. 536), indeed, % 
was held by Kyicut-Bruce and Turver, L.JJ., that a reogl 
given by a barrister for his fees was not liable to duty, but 
reason for this decision was given, and the stamp law then 
force was couched in different language from the Act of 18 
On the present occasion the essential point has been the ¢ 
struction of the words used in section 101 of this stat 
words which are undoubtedly very wide. 


The section runs: ‘For the purposes of this Act @ 
expression ‘receipt’ includes any note, memorandum, 
writing whereby any money amounting to two pounds 
upwards is acknowledged or expressed to have b 
received or deposited or paid, or whereby any debt or dem 
or any part mp debt or demand, of the amount of two poum 











or — is acknowledged to have been settled, satis 
discharged, or which signifies or imports any such acknowl 
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gent.” This is a re-enactment of the provision of the Stamp 
Act, 1870, but if it is compared with the provision of the Act 
of 1815 (55 Geo. 3, c. 184), it will be seen that there is an 
important extension. That provided as follows: ‘And any 
ote, memorandum, or writing whatsoever given to any person 
for, or upon, payment of the money, whereby any sum of money, 
debt, or demand, or any part of any debt or demand therein 
specified and amounting to £2 and upwards, shall be expressed 
or acknowledged to have been paid, settled, balanced, or 
otherwise discharged or satisfied, or which shall import or 
signify any such acknowledgment, and whether the same shall 
or shall not be signed with the name of any person, shall be 
deemed and taken to be a receipt for a sum of money of equal 
amount with the sum, debt, or demand so expressed or acknow- 
ledged to have been paid, settled, balanced, or discharged.” A 

sal of these soaks suggests that the Legislature were in 
1815 aiming only at receipts for money paid in discharge of 
an obligation, and this construction was given to the statute by 
Lord TenTzRDEN in Zomkins v. Ashby (6 B. & C. 541), where it 
was held that a memorandum given by a person with whom 
money had been deposited did not require a stamp. All the 
words of the statute, said Lord TenrerpeEn, imported that some- 
thing formerly due had been discharged, and the memorandum 
consequently was not within the Act. The decision in Re Beavan 
(supra) seems to have been based upon the same construction 
of the statute. 

But if the two enactments be compared, it will be seen that 
the Act of 1891 separates the charging words into two parts. 
First, ‘‘ receipt” is defined to include any writing whereby £2 
or upwards is ‘‘acknowledged or expressed te have been 
received or deposited or paid,” and next it is defined to include 
any writing ‘‘whereby any debt or demand . . of the 
amount of £2 or upward is acknowledged to have been settled, 
satisfied, or discharged’’; so that now we have words importing 
an acknowledgment generally of money received, or deposited, 
or paid, separated from the words which import the satisfaction 
of a debt, and the limited construction which was placed in 
Tomkins v. Ashby (supra) on the Act of 1815 is not applicable to 
the present statutory provision. 

The question now, therefore, is not whether a receipt for a 
voluntary payment falls within the words of the Act. These are 
of the most general nature, and are not confined to payments 
made in discharge of a debt, but they extend to every acknow- 
ledgment of money “received or deposited or paid” on any 
account whatever. Taken in their natural meaning, these 
include acknowledgments of the receipt of counsel’s .fees, 
and they include many other payments which have never 
been supposed to require to be stamped as receipts. Are 
the words, then, to be taken literally, or is some limitation to 
be placed upon them? Various cases were suggested in the 
course of the present case to shew that there must be a limi- 
tation. The most extreme case is that of the schoolboy, who, if 
he is the lucky recipient of a gift of £2 or upwards, and 
acknowledges it in writing, will be liable to be mulcted in a 
penalty of £10 unless he is wise enough to sign the letter on a 
penny stamp. But Bray, J., disposed of this with the con- 
sideration that the construction of the statute should not be 
made to depend on extreme cases, though he was also prepared 
to rule the letter out as not being intended as a record of the 
receipt of the money. 

At any rate, such a case as that of the schoolboy is far 
enough removed from a receipt for counsel’s fees, which, 
whether the fees are recoverable at law or not, is purely a 
business transaction. On principle, there does not seem to be 
any reason why the stamped receipt should not be required. 
We believe that the solicitor’s department for one important 
public body has been in the habit of requiring stamped | 
receipts from counsel. This will now become universal. Counsel | 
will be a few pennies the poorer, and the Treasury will be | 
correspondingly the richer. But we fear this will not materially 
improve the prospect of a reduction in the amount of the income 
tax next year. On a careful perusal of the statute it is difficult 
to feel any surprise at the judgment of Bray, J. It isa 
uestion, however, whether it was worth while for a public 
epartment to set up in so trivial a matter the letter of the law 
against an exemption sanctioned by long-standing usage. 





Reviews. 


Parliamentary Practice. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW, PRIVILEGES, PROCEEDINGS, AND USAGE 
OF PARLIAMENT. By Sir THomMAs Erskine May, K.C.B., D.C.L., 
Clerk of the House of Commons and Bencher of the Middle 
Temple. ELEVENTH Eprrion. (Revised from the Tenth Edition 
of 1893, Edited by Sir RecinaLp F. D. Paterave, K.C.B., and 
ALFRED BonHAM-CarTER, C.B) Booxs I. awp IL, Edited by 
T. LonspaLe WEsSTER, Second Clerk Assistant of the House 
of Commons; Boox III., Edited by Wu11am Epwarp Grey, of 
the Committee Office, House of Commons. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

This new edition of May’s Parliamentary Practice incorporates 
important changes which have been effected since the previous 
edition of 1893 Prominent among them is the new arrangement, now 
embodied in the Sessional Order of 1902, under which the business of 
supply is evenly distributed over the session instead of being left, as 
under the old practice, to its concluding days. This is noticed in 
Chapter XXII., which contains a full account of the relations of the 
three constituent parts of Parliament—the Crown, House of Lords, 
and the House of Commons—to the question of taxation. Another 
noteworthy modern change, though it dates from before 1893, is the 
appointment of the standing committees for law and trade, and 
the proceedings of these are described in Chapter XIV. In one 
important matter—namely, the taking of divisions—the recent changes 
are still regarded as in an experimental stage, and the consequential 
amendments in the standing orders have not been made. Accordingly 
the editors have retained in Chapter XIII., which deals with this 
subject, the previous practice, and have inserted in an —_. 
summary of the new method of taking divisions. The first two 
books are concerned with the Constitution, Powers, and Privileges of 
Parliament, and with the Practice and Proceedings in Parliament. 
Book III. describes the Procedure on Private Bills, and here 
also numerous changes have been noted. There is, indeed, no 
alteration with regard to English Bills so fundamental as 
the procedure for Scotland introdaced by the Private Legis- 
lative Procedure (Scotland) Act, 1899, which is described in 
a new chapter—Chapter XXXI.—but the recommendations of the 
Select Committee upon Private Business appointed in 1902 have 
resulted in changes which are duly noted in this part of the work. 
A chapter which will be of special use to the practising lawyer is 
that on the procedure upon Provisional Order Bills, which is detailed 
and complete. The subdject of the work, and its recognized position 
as the authority on the practice of Parliament, give it exceptional 
importance, and the editors have been careful to maintain this position 
in the present edition. 





Books of the Week. 

The Bankruptcy Acta, 1883 to 1890, with Rules, Forms, Seales of 
Costs, Fees and Percentages, Board of Trade and Court Orders, and 
the Debtors Act, 1869, Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, &c., and a 
Commentary Thereon. By His Honour Judge CHALMERS, and E. 
Hoven, Inspector in Bankruptcy, Board of e. Sixth Edition. 
With a Special Appendix of Notes on Practice and Forms for 
Practical Use. By M. Murr Mackenzte, an Official Referee of the 
Supreme Court, and Francis AvupREY CLARKS, Barrister-at-Law, 
Chief Bankruptcy Clerk of the Bankruptcy Department of the Board 
of Trade. Waterlow & Sons (Limited), 

The Law of Building, Engineering, and Ship Building Contracts, 
and of the Duties and Liabilities of Engineers, Architects, Surveyors, 
and Valuers, with Precedents and Reports of Cases. By ALFRED A. 
Hvupson, Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. Vol. Il. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

Principles of the Law of Personal Property: Intended for the Use 
of Students in Conveyancing. By the late Joanea Witttams, K.C. 
Sixteenth Edition. y his son, T. Cyprian WILLIAMS, Barrister-at- 
Law, LL.B. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Precedents of Conveyancing Documents: For Use in Transactions 





} 1897, 


Relating to Registered Land under the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 
with Notes. By James Epwarp Hoe, Barrister-at-Law, 
Stevens & Sons (Limited) 

The English Reports. Vol. LXX : Vice-Chancellor's Court XV., 
containing Kay and Johnson, Vol 4; Johuson; Jotnson and 
Hemming Vols. land 2. William Green & Sons; Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

A Treatise on the Law concerning Names and Changes of Name. 
By ARTHUR CHariks Fox-Daviss, Barrister-at-Law, and P, W. P. 
Cariyon-Buirron, F S.A. Elliot Stook. 

Trial of Deacon Brodie, Edited by Wintiam Rovewnan, Writer 
to the Signet. Swoet & Maxwell (Limited), 
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Correspondence. 


The Secret Meeting. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—On Friday last (the 14th inst.) I attended the meeting of the 
Law Society which had been requisitioned for the consideration of a 
resolution for the appointment of a committee with the object of 
reporting to the society as to the desirability of framing rules dealing 
with the method in which solicitors (being members of the society) 


should keep their own and trust accounts. 


It being apparently considered that it was undesirable that there 
should be any publicity as to the subject-matter of the meeting, the 
representatives of the Press were requested to withdraw. This being 


the case, I was not a little surprised to see in the Times the following 


day an account of the meeting which was presumably communicated 
to the Press by the authority of the Council. 

I cannot help regarding this as something of a breach of faith with 
the members, and this feeling is accentuated by the fact that the only 
speech (other than those of the mover and seconder) referred to in 
the newspaper report is that of a member of the Council, Mr. Samson, 
of Manchester, who is stated to have ‘‘ spoken strongly against the 
appointment of any committee.” 

That the Council have by their communication to the lay Press 
encouraged that public discussion which they professed to deprecate 
is clear from a special article in the Times newspaper of the 17th inst., 
and that this time is a most inopportune one for any such public dis- 
cussion is equally obvious from the fact that in the same issue of that 
newspaper there are reports of charges against two solicitors (one in 
Birmingham and one in London) for fraudulent conversion of clients’ 
moneys. 

As, however, the Council have thought fit to encourage discussion 
on this somewhat painful subject, I thinkit but justice, having regard 
to the forthcoming poll on the 7th, 8th, and 9th prox., that there 
should be some publicity given, at any rate in legal journals, to the 
other side of the question, and I venture, therefore, to make an 
earnest appeal to those of your readers who are members of the Law 
Society to make such small sacrifice of their personal convenience as 
may be necessary to record their votes in favour of the proposed 
resolution. 

It must be borne in mind that the function of the committee will 
not be to make regulations, but to consider and report to the 
society as to what rules (if any) are necessary as to the keeping of a 
solicitor’s professional and trust accounts (the suggestion of a 
guarantee fund having been dropped), and the profession has, there- 
fore, merely to consider whether a case has been made out fit for the 
consideration of such a committee. 

Now, one can well understand that there would be a strong objec- 
tion to any rules of an inquisitorial character which would render the 
accounts of a solicitor open so the investigation of any public or 
quasi-public official, but, on the other hand, it is quite practicable to 
frame such regulations as would adequately protect both the public 
and the profession. 

To take a hypothetical case, it is difficult to see what objection 
there could be to a bye-law providing : 

(a) That every member of the Law Society should have his accounts 
audited annually by a chartered accountant of his own selection. 

(6) That, before granting a practising certificate, the Registrar of 
Solicitors should require « certificate by such chartered accountant to 
the effect : 

i.) That the solicitor’s books have been audited ; 
ti That the auditor’s requirements have been satisfied ; 
(iii.) That the solicitor’s books correctly disclose his position ; 

to satisfy his existing liabilities to his clients ; 

(v.) That property comprised in any trust of which the solicitor 
is a trustee is intact. 

I would point out that this is a crude suggestion, made with but 
little deliberation, and could doubtless be greatly improved as the 
result of the consideration of a committee composed of practitioners of 
greater experience than myself. I merely make the suggestion in 
order to demonstrate the possibility of such rules being framed as will 
protect the public and the good name of solicitors as a body without 
imposing on the latter any regulations which can be regarded as an 
affront to their dignity. The solicitor would be entitled to employ 
his own accountant, and therefore no objection could be raised on the 
ground of the necessity for disclosing his affairs to an outsider. I am 
assuming, of course, that the vast majority of solicitors now employ an 
accountant for the sake of their own convenience. 

It may be objected that such a bye-law could only affect members | 
of the Law Society, The answer is that by means of an Act of Parlia- 
ment it could be extended to the whole profession, and there is every 
reason to think that Parliament would place no obstacle in the way 


Now, what is the argument against the appointment of this com 
mittee? The only shadow of an argument against it hitherto is thy 
of Mr. Samson—viz. that the very suggestion casts a slur upon ti 
profession. 

Surely this is very like the attitude of the ostrich. Unfortun 
the good name of our profession has of recent years been to no 
extent besmirched by the huge defalcations of solicitors who stood 
high in the estimation of the public, some indeed who have sat at th 
Council table from which on Friday afternoon Mr. Samson thunderej 
forth the assertion that no case has been made out for the appoinf 
ment of a committee. 

It cannot be questioned that a bye-law such as I have suggested 
would have had the effect of cutting short several careers which hay 
been the cause of untold misery. 

The comparative frequency of these disastrous failures in recent 
years has engendered a feeling of uneasiness in the public mind, ag 
uneasiness which has found its expression not only in strong articles 
in tlfe public Press, but in the more practical form of legislation sugh 
as the Trustee Bill. Moreover, we are informed by Mr. Juling 
Bertram and Mr. J. W. Hills (both members of the House @ 
Commons)—and presumably their statements have the approval of 
the other signatories to the requisition—that, if the profession dog 
not promptly take steps to put its own house ia order, public opiniog 
will force the hand of Parliament into framing legislation which 
will probably bear more harshly on solicitors, and be no more pro- 
tective to the public, than any self-imposed regulations which the 
profession is likely to adopt. 

Can we afford to ignore this warning? I venture to say that the 
interests of the public and the profession are identical, The pro- 
fession dare not allow the confidence of the public to be more 
seriously shaken than it already is, and now that the Council of the 
Law Society has chosen to publish the fact that this question is being 
agitated, the rejection of the proposal for the appointment of a com- 
mittee will be construed by the public as an intimation that the pro- 
fession refuses to take steps to protect the former against rogues, and 
I fear that of this there can be no other result than that the profession 
will be utterly discredited in the eyes of the public. 

One does not know to what extent Mr. Samson’s views are shared 
by his colleagues on the Council, but it must not be forgotten that 
the opinion expressed by him is not unnatural in the case of a 
successful and respected practitioner whose repute is beyond question, 
and who would probably not be materially affected by a loss by the 
profession generally in public esteem. I need hardly say that I give 
to Mr. Samson the fullest credit for being actuated by no motive 
other than the most disinterested—namely, the greatest good of the 
greatest number of solicitors, but, granted all this, it is clear that the 
humbler members of the profession (such as myself) are calculated to 
feel far more keenly than those with the reputation of generations 
behind them the variations in the degree of favour or disfavour with 
which the public regard solicitors as a body. 

I will end as I have begun, by earnestly urging all those who share 
my views not to fail to vote in favour of the appointment of this 
committee, which can do no possible harm and may do an incalculable 
amount of good. The whole position may be summed up by saying 
that from the deliberations of this committee the honest practitioner 
can have nothing to fear, and so far from its appointment being s 
slur on the profession, I venture to think that if the committee can 





| 
| 


(iv.) That the solicitor is possessed of sufficient cash and securities | 





of the passage of such a Bill. 





devise means of purging the profession of the small proportion of 


| rogues by whom it (in common with all other professions) is infested, 


then it will have accomplished its object to the benefit of the public 
in general and of the body politic of solicitors in particular. 
P. M. Crawoour Hart. 
13, Old Jewry-chambers, London, E.C., Dec. 17. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I think the meeting on Friday last should cause the Council 
to consider the desirability of modernizing and bringing up to date 
the machinery for voting at its ordinary or special meetings. 

It is obvious that the poll which bas been demanded in this case 
will not be, when taken, a true indication of the feeling of the 
members of the Law Society, having regard to the fact that a great 
many of those who were present on Friday will not care to go to the 
trouble and expense of wee | up to London again in January to 
exercise their right of vote on the poll. 

On the other hand, solicitors from outlying districts who were not 
present on Friday last will probably happen to be in town when the 
poll is taken, and will vote without having heard the arguments for 


| and against the resolution. 


In the result, it is only reasonable to suppose that no one will be 
quite satisfied with the poll when, at considerable inconvenience and 
cost, it has been taken. 

So far as the resolution is concerned, I am entirel 


in favour of the 
appointment of a committee. The Law Society an 


its members are 


in no way obliged to accept the conclusions of the committee, and — 
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the result of their deliberations would not be binding upon the 
members except and until their report had been exhaustively 
iscussed. 

There would, therefore, have been no harm whatever in sanctioning 
the appointment of a committee to deal generally with the questions 
referred to. Why there should be any opposition to this is one of 
those matters which one cannot understand. 

That the appointment of a committee is, or can be, any reflection 

nm the status and financial probity of the general body of members 
our profession, is to my mind ridiculous, and having regard to the 
tone and temper both of Parliament and the Press towards us in regard 
to the recent numerous financial scandals which have di ed the 
peetcasion, it was most important that the committee should have been 
appointed. 
ri urely our members have not forgotten the admirable work done, 
both by speech and pamphlet, by our old and respected friend on the 
Council, Mr. Godden, and surely, with the view of cleansing our 
Augean stable, we should have welcomed the efforts of the members 
who convened the meeting towards producing some solution of what 
undoubtedly is a delicate and difficult matter. 

I hope that the good sense of the members will come to their aid 
with a view to voting in support of the resolution submitted on Friday 
last, if only on the common-sense ground that an ostrich-like policy 
in matters affecting the welfare of our profession is in the long run 
bound to recoil with serious results upon our own heads, 

T. ROTHWELL HasLaM. 

47, Moorgate-street, London, E.C., Dec. 17. 





The Law Society—Voting by Post. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Srr,—One of the most important meetings in the history of the Law 
Society took place in the Society’s Hall last week, when very serious 
proposals were placed before the members present and the vote of the 
meeting was taken. In the endapoll wasdemanded. No member of 
the society, as at present constituted, can make his voice heard, or 
his influence felt, effectually unless he attends the meetings and votes 
in person. In consequence of this the vast majority of the 
members—country members especially—who cannot possibly attend, 
are ‘‘ disfranchised.” The number of men at the meeting in question 
probably did not exceed 500 at the outside, whilst there are over 8,000 
members of the society. It has been seriously proposed that the 
members of the society should have an opportunity of voting by post, 
but this proposal has never found support with the Council as a 
body. The importance of the meeting referred to fully justifies the 
revival of the suggestion. In the election of Council members vote 
by post, and no one has ever suggested any trouble or inconvenience 
by reason of this. When matters of vital importance are before the 
society, as now, it is much more important that every member of 
the society should have an opportunity of registering his vote. 

Harvey CLirTon. 
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House of Lords. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL AND THE BOARD OF EDUCATION (Appellants) 
AND THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF THE WEST RIDING OF YORK- 
SHIRE (Respondents). 5th, 6th, 10th, and 14th Dec. 


Epucation —Non-Provingep Scnoots—Reticiovs Insrruction—OsiiGation 
or Loca Epucation Avursoriry to Pay ror Svucn Instravcrion mw 
Non-provipep Scnoots—Etementary Epvucation Act, 1870 (33 & 34 
Vier. c. 75), 88. 3, 7, 14, 18, 97—Epucation Act, 1902 (2 Ep. 7, c. 
42), s. 5, 7, 16. 


This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Ap (Collins, M.R., 
and Farwell L.J., Moulton, L.J., dissenting) setting aside an order of the 
Divisional Court (Ridley, Darling, and Bray, JJ.) directing that a writ of 
mandamus should issue commanding the respondent council as a local 
education authority under the Education Act, 1902, to obey an order of 


the Board of Education. The order of the Board of Education in question 
was made under section 16 of the Education Act, 1902, and 
required the respondents to pay the teachers in four public 


elementary schools, three of which were Anglican and one Roman 
Catholic, scheduled to the order the several sums also set forth 
in that echedule, being sums withheld out of the salaries due to the 
teachers as proportionate in the opinion of the respondents to the time 
spent by them.in giving religious instruction during school hours. The 
schools in question were not provided by the respondents, and the real 
_. which it was desired to have decided was whether or not section 7 of 
¢ Education Act, 1902, did or did not impose on the local authority an 
obligation to defray the cost of religious instruction given in non-provid 








echools in school hours by the teachers of such schools in accordance with 
the limitations of the - The Court of Appeal held = a majority that 
there was no duty imposed upon the local education authority to pay for 
the expenses of such denominational religious instruction in non-provided 
schools. Therefore, where the local education authority deducted from 
the salary of a teacher in such a school a thereof in-respect of the 
time occupied in giving denominational be a instruction, a mandaspus 
ought not to issue to compel them to pay part of the salary so deducted, as 
the question of payment was optional and not obligatory. The proceedings 
in the Court of Appeal are reported 1906, 2 K. B. 676. ‘ 

Tae Hovsz having taken time to consider, q : 

The Lorp Onancettor moved that the appeal be dismissed. In the 
course of his judgment he said: The answer to the question must depend 
upon the construction of the Education Act, 1902. They had nothing to 
do with policy or with any unexpressed intentions of Parliament. Their 
lordsbips duty was simply to ascertain the meaning of the Act as it stood. 
When Parliament set itself in 1902 to the task of amending the law, 
elementary education in England and Wales was conducted under the 
Education Act, 1870, and the code thereby authorized. There were 
schools not provided by school boards ealled voluntary (or non- 

rovided) schools, and also schools provided by the Sensi generally 
Eaown as board schools. Both were supported by Parliamentary 
grants, provided they fulfilled certain conditions relating, among 
other things, to secular education. But no grant could be made for 
any kind of religious instruction. In voluntary schools, if religion 
was taught, as it always was, it might be of any creed the managers 
pleased subject to a —— conscience clause ; and they had to pay for 
it from private sources or from fees. In Board schools religion might or 
might not be taught as the school board thought proper, and paid for out 
of the rates, but if taught it could not comprise any religious catechism 
or religious formulary distinctive of any particular denomination. In 
short, voluntary schools might teach what religion they pleased and pay 
for it themselves. Board schools could only teach undenominational 
religion and might pay for it out of the rates. But no school was obliged 
to teach any religion at all. Being without aid from the rates, the 
voluntary schools found themselves unable to supply from private 
sources the funds needed, over and above the Parliamentary grant, 
for carrying on their work. The Act of 1902 thereupon enacted that 
they, as well as the Board schools, should thenceforth be supported 
by rates as well as by grants. And the point now raised was “‘ Did 
that support extend to religious teaching or was it confined to secular 
teaching, which alone was by statute obligatory on any school?’”’ The 
Act of 1902 placed voluntary schocls and Board ools alike under 
a new local education authority (in counties the ye | council) but 
with some differences. The new authority stepped into the place of the 
old school board as regarded board schools inherited the powers of 
its predecessor. But as to voluntary schools, the Act divided educa- 
tional control, and also divided the financial burden between the new 
authority and a body of managers which it established. In such schools 
the local education authority was to control all secular education, and the 
managers any religious instruction. They were not required by the Act 
to give it; but where they did, it must be given in accordance with the 
trust deeds ofthe school. Again, as to ge re ape some items fellon the 
managers, some on the Jocai authority. But the enumeration of 
was incomplete, and nothing was said as to the cost of religious ins jon 
in particular. He found nothing else in the Act to ee | in ——e 
the crucial words of section 7: ‘‘ The local authority shall maintain 
keep efficient all public elementary schools within their area which are 
necessary.”’ The obligation to “‘keep efficient’’ could not include an 
obligation to pay for religious instruction, for it meant that the school was 
to be kept in a position to earn the Parliamentary grant, and that could 
be earned without giviog any religious instruction at all. The whole 
question was, Did the obligation to ‘‘ maintain ’’ impose a duty to pay for 
religious instruction? It all turned on the effect of the word 
‘* maintain.”? On this two views might be held, but in his the 
true view was that, in order to maintain a school in which the law allowed 
the managers to make religious instruction a part of the curriculum the 
local authority must take the school as it was and bear the cost of the 
whole. If that were the true view, it followed that the County Council of 
the West Riding must pay for religious instruction in these schools, and that 
the judgment of the ional Court must be affirmed. He moved their 
lordships that this appeal be allowed. The Lord Chancellor added that he 
had been asked by Lord Halsbury and Lord James of Hereford, who were 
absent, to say that they concurred in the judgment which he had just 
delivered. 

Lord Asnaovene and Lord Macnacuren expressed concurrence in the 
appeal being allowed. 

Lord Davey read a judgment in which he expressed the view that the 
Court of A was wrong in assuming that a liability to ay A pn 
necessarily te control, and therefore as the local authority no 
control over the religious teaching which managers in non- 
schools might decide should be given, the local suthority not be 
held liable to pay the expenses so incurred from public money in their 
hands. He pointed out that, although it was un , it was not impossible 
for Parliament to sever the —= of paying the costs from that of exercising 
control over religious instruction so given. There were other 
such as the re of the schoolhouse and the alterations 
Pagperenntie the eee the expenditure on 
the Act on managers pro 
objects of the endowments might well include those or some other 
educational, or, perhaps, some non-educational purposes. 

Lord Roszareon said that wide as had been the scope of the able and 


E 


130 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 











relevant argument which the House had heard, the question to be deter- 
mined was the meaning of the words, ‘‘ The local education authority shall 


maintain all public elementary schovls within their 
learned lord then proceeded to give t 
to a ‘clear and unhesitating d: 


he grounds w 


’ that theap 


He agreed with Lord Davey that payment did not necessarily involve 
control. 

Lord Arxrnson entirely agr judgment delivered by Lord 
Davey and Lord Robertson. On the question being put, the appeal was 
unanimously allowed. Counser, Sir J. Lawson Walton, A.G., Sir 
W.8. Robson, S.G., and S. A. 7. Rowlatt; Danckwerts, K.C., Avory, 
KC., and ¢. H. Sargant. Sou is, The Treasury Solicitor ; Clements, 
Williams, & Co., for Trevor C. Ed W akefiel 

Reported by Ex : Rew. Barrist Law 


”? The noble and 


area 


rhich led him to come | 


peal should be allowed. 


de in 
Court of Appez 
REX v. JACESON 

Licenstxc Acts—New On-ii ImpPoOsED BY LICENSING 
Jvustices—AMOoOUNT TO BE Pa Ay ANT Respect or Monopo.y 
Vatve—Powrr or Conrirxminc A y Vary Conpitions —Con- 
sext oF Licensinc Jvusiices—Licrnsino A 1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 23), s. 4. 
This was an appeal from the gmen 1 Divisional Court (Lord 
Alverstone, C.J., and Ridley and Dariing, JJ.) on the hearing of a rule nisi 
for a mendamus. The proses r, be he r of a beerhouse licence, and 
lesir 1eW premis+s as 
Kedwellty 

Division for the new 
premi-es. The licensing jus granted a full provisional licence, but 
attached certain conditions to the grant—viz. e beerhouse licence 


should be referred for compensation in tl 





t of the grant being con- 


firmed, and that the applicant ild pay a sum in respect of monopoly 
value, and at an adjourned meeting, after hearing evidence, they fixed the 
monopoly value to be paid by the applicant at £2,250. Theapplicant duly 


applied to the confirming authori 
confirm the licence. The confirming aut! 
their valuer that the monopoly value was £5,0 
‘It is ordered that the licence 





Ly, 





be confirmed, al 
attached to the licence under the provisions 
Licensing Act, 1904, be, with the consent of t 
to grant the licence, varied by fixing the mo 
The matter came again before the licensing ju 
consent to the proposed variation, 

The confirming authority subsequen 


and adhered tc 


confirmed. The applicant applied for and obtai 
mandamus to the contirming authority to deliver t 
confirmation of a full provisional licenc oT 


justices, or in the alternative to hear and detern 











confirmation. On cause being shewn, the Divisional Court refused a | 
mandamus to deliver a certificate of confirmati but, being of opinion 

that the confirming authority were not entitled t upon the report of 

their valuer, which was not n oath, they made absolute the rule fora 

mandamus to hear and determi iccording t AW The prosecutor now 

appealed and contended that t D Court ought to have granted 

him a mandamus for the delivery of a certit ate of confirmation. 

Tre Covrr (Cottms, M.R ( -Ha ind Farwe ti, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Corims, M.K., said that t ction 4, sub-se 1 2, of the Licensing | 
Act, 1904, the licensing justices on the gran new on-licence might 
impose conditions, and, by sub-section 6, the confirming authority might 
vary any conditions attached to the licence under the provisions of that | 
section, but only “‘ with the consent of the stices authorized to grant | 
the licence.’’ It was clear that the meaning of the order of the confirming 
authority was that the licence should be confirmed conditionally on the | 
increased monopoly value being assented to by the licensing justices. The 

rosecutor could not take the confirmation and leave out the condition. 
The condition not hi en fulfilled, the prosecutor was not in a 
position to claim a certificate of confirmation. ‘The only remedy to which 


he was entitled was that which had been given him 
Cozexs-Harmpy and Farwet, L.JJ. 
K.C., and James Corner 
J. C. Llewellin & Allen, Newpor 
Gustard, Newport, Mon. 


D erwin 


and W. 
Fueld, R 
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This was an appeal at 
The 


from an order of Bray, J., 
was for libel. la ff » 
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t al 
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chaplain, and in 1472 had a a) to a 
Coast of Africa. The alleged libel was 
defendant and published in 190%, entitled ‘‘ The 8t 


and formed part of a visit of the d 


Coast of Africa 


of a description 
it: lefendant 


guineas into court. The plaintiff did not take t} 
and he died before any further steps were 
The defendant applied that the money in court mig 


tly decided th 


concurred 


00 


Licensing Act, 1904, to | 


icting on a report of 


0, made the following order: 


1d that the conditions 
of section 4 of the 
he justices authorized 


opoly value at £5,000.” 
ices, and they declined to 


9 the figure of £2,250. 
at the licence be not 
ned a rule nisi for 

him a certificate of 


anted by the licensing | 


ne his application for 


n the court below. 
sxL, Amphlett, 
Mackenzie. Sora ITORS, 


COE, 4 (%., for H. 8, 


Coun 


10th Dec. 
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chambers, The action 


id had been a colonial 


garrison on the West 


ntained in a book written by the 


wry of a Soldier's Life,’’ 


efendant to the West | 
eahed an apology and payment of fifty 


€ money out of court, 
taken in the action. 
ht be paid out to him. 


al 


—= 
There was a cross-application by the executor of the plaintiff that the 
money might be paid out to him. It was agreed that no technical 
objection should be taken to the form of the cross-application, and that it 
should be treated as though it were an originating summons taken out by 
| the executor. Bray, J., ordered that the money should be paid out to the 
executor. The defendant appealed. It was contended in support of the 
appeal that since the Judicature Acts, where money was paid into court 
by a defendant with an admission of liability (and in an action of libel 
money could not be paid into court with a denial of liability), the money, 
if it was not taken out by the plaintiff, remained the defendant’s money, 
so that if the plaintiff recovered a smaller sum the difference was paid out 
to the defendant: Gray v. Bartholomew (1905,1 Q. B. 209). Here, the 
action having abated by the death of the plaintiff, and the money stil] 
| remaining unappropriated, the defendant was entitled to have it paid 
out to him. Brown v. Feeney (1906, 1 K. B. 563), which was relied on by 
the other side, was not an authority against the defendant. There the 
defendant died, and the court ordered, notwithstanding the abatement of 
the action, that money which had been paid into court by the defendant 
should be paid out to the plaintiff. That was distinguishable from this 
case. There a plaintiff who was still living asked that money which had 
been paid into court to salve his wounded feelings might be paid out to 
him. Here the executor of a deceased man was asking that a bonus might 
be paid to the estate of the deceased. 

Tre Court (Cottrns, M.R., and Farwett, L.J.) dismissed the appeal; 
holding that Bray, J., had jurisdiction to make the order. Brown v. Feeney 
shewed that notwithstanding the abatement of the action the court hada 
| discretionary power to make such an order.—CounseL, Eustace Hills; 

Souicrrons, Hills § Hasey ; Weacherley § Co, 


Yelverton and G. L. Hardy. 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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| DARLINGTON v. ROSCOE & SONS. No.1. 12th Dec. 


Worxmen’s CompENSATION—DEPENDANT—DeEaTH OF DEPpENDANT—RIGRT OF 
PeRsONAL REPRESENTATIVE OF DEPENDANT—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION 
Act, 1897, Scugpvute I. (1) (a). 

| This was an appeal from an award of the deputy judge of the Leigh 
County Court under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. In February, 
1903, John Topping, a workman in the employment of Roscoe & Sons, 
who were the owners of a colliery, met with an accident in the course of 
hisemployment. He had been earning wages of 24s. a week, and he received 
by way of compensation a weekly sum of 12s. a week until November, 1905, 
when he died in consequence of the accident. He left a widow who had been 
wholly dependent on his earnings. On the 4th of December the widow 
| gave written notice of claim for compensation under section 2 of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act. On the 22nd of December, while 
negotiations for a settlement were pending, and before a request for 
arbitration had been filed, the widow died. On the 29th of March, 1906, 
| her daughter, Alice Darlington, a married woman, who had taken out 
letters of administration to her, commenced proceedings in the Leigh 
| County Court claiming to be entitled as administratrix to her deceased 
mother to the sum of money which was due to her mother from the 
| employers at the date of the death of John Topping. This sum was 
agreed to be £94, being the sum which would have been due if 
Jobn Topping had died immediately after the accident, minus the 
amount of the weekly sums which had been paid to John Topping 
in his lifetime. The employers resisted the application for compen- 
sation on the grounds that the applicant was not a dependant of the 
deceased workman, and that the widow's right to file a request for 
arbitration did not survive to her administratrix. The deputy county 
court judge made an award in favour of the applicant. The employers 
appealed. It was contended in support of the appeal, first, that the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act only gave compensation to a workman or 
his dependants, and that the personal representative of a dependant could 
not claim under the Act; and secondly, that, whatever right the widow 
| might have had, the principle actio personalis moritur cum persond prevented 
her personal representative from enforcing that right. The Irish case of 
| O'Donovan v. Cameron (1901, 2 Ir. R. 633) was referred to. On the part of 

the applicant reliance was laid on the general rule of law that where a 
person died entitled to a sum of money his right of action survived to his 
| personal representative ; and Peebles v. Oswaldtwistle Urban District Council 
| (1896, 2 Q. B. 159) was cited as shewing that the benefit of a statutory 
obligation survived to the executor of the person in whose favour it 
existed. 

Tae Covrr (Cotiis, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy and Farwett, L.JJ.) 
| dismissed the appeal. 
| Conus, M.R., said the county court judge had found that the widow was 
wholly dependent on her husband, and that she duly made a claim under 
the Act in her lifetime, and he had made an award in favour of her personal 
| representative for that sum which the statute made payable to a dependant 
| wholly dependent on a deceased workman. In his opinion that award was 
right. The maxim actio personalis moritur cum persond hed no application 
this case. There was no actio. The widow died in possession of a statutory 
right to an ascertained sum, eebles v. Oswaldtwistle Urban Distriot 
Council shewed that such aright survived to her personal representative. 
The case of O’ Donovan v, Cameron was not an authority for this case, There 
the dependant had made no claim, and the court thought that such 6 
claim was a condition precedent to the right. 

Cozens-Hanpy and Fanweii, L.JJ., concurred.—Counse., Langdon, 
| K.C., and Greaves Lord; J. R. Athen, K.O., and Adshead Biiiott, 
| Soricrrons, Peace § Darlington, Liverpool ; Cheater, Broome, § Co., for 
| Fielding & Fernihough, Bolton. 


Reported by F. G. Ruoxen, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re ROWLAND AND MARWOOD'S STEAMSHIP CO. (LIMITED AND 
REDUCED). Warrington, J. 11th Dec. 


CompaNy—Repvuction or Caprrat—Sanction or Court—Lost Caprrat— 
SprectaAL Reserve Funps—Bvxx or Loss Wairren Orr Caprrat Accounr— 
Companies Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vicr. c. 26), s. 3. 


Petition. This was a petition by the company for the sanction of the 
court to a reduction of the capital of the company. The company was 
incorporated in 180 with a capital of £275,000 divided into 25,000 shares 
of £11 each. The company had issued 22,010 of its shares, and the sum 
of £10 per share had been paid up thereon. Out of the profits earned 
by the company reserve accounts for underwriting and insurance 
had been set aside to the amount of nearly £6,000. By special 
resolution of the company duly passed and confirmed at extra- 
ordinary general meetings thereof held respectively on the 19th 
of September and the 10th of October, 1906, it was resolved: 
“ That the capital of the company, be reduced from £275,000 divided into 
25,000 shares of £11 each, to £175,000 divided into 25,000 shares of £7 
each, and that such reduction be effected by cancelling capital which has 
been lost or is unrepresented by available assets to the extent of £4 per 
share upon each of the 22,010 shares in.the company’s capital which have 
been issued and are now outstanding, and by reducing the nominal 
amount of all the shares in the company’s capital from £11 to £7 per 
share, so that such reduction shall not involve either the diminution of 
any liability in respect of unpaid capital or the payment to any share- 
holder ot any paid-up capital.”’ Previously to the passing of such 
special resolution paid-up capital of the company to the extent of 
£88,040 and upwards had been lost or was unrepresented by available 
assets. The petitioners stated that the company was carrying on a 
profitable business. The loss was entirely due to the depreciation in value 
of the company’s ships, and it was proposed to charge the greater portion 
of the loss against the capitalaccount. They refe to the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Re Hoare § Co. (Limited and Reduoed) (53 W. R. 51; 
1904, 2 Ch. 208), where the loss was apportioned between the general 
reserve fund and the capital account. In the present case the reserve 
funds were special funds set aside in reference to the underwriting and 
insurance accounts. The attention of the court was also called to Re 
Direct Spanish Telegraph Co. (31 Soxtcrrors’ Journar 142, 35 W. R. 209, 
34 Ch. D. 307), where the entire loss was thrown on capital, although 
there was a reserve fund. 

Warrrneton, J , said this was a petition for the reduction of capital. It 
was necessary for him to say a word on one point. The company was a 
shipping company owning steamships. The amount of the reduction 
which it was sought to effect was the amount by which the present real 
value of the fleet was less than that shewn in the last balance-sheet of the 
company. It was proposed to deal with this loss by writing the greater 
part of it off the capital account and by taking a small sum of about £650 
out of the balance standing to the credit of the profit and loss account. 
The company was now and had been earning considerable profits out of 
which they had created two special reserve funds—viz., the reserve under - 
writing acount and the reserve insurance account. Both these funds were 
created for the particular purposes mentioned in the affidavit of the 
chairman of the company, and the directors thought it desirable to 
retain the amounts now standing to the credit of these funds without 
attributing any part of the loss to these funds. The question was 
whether he ought to sanction this having regard to the fact that these 
funds were to be left intact. He had been referred to Re Hoare ¢ Co. 
(Limited and Reduced) (supra), which was a case where a company had lost 
a large amount of capital, but it had a general reserve fund consisting 


American yhenegne , and the defendants deal in articles of 
the same nature é plaintiffs require all retail dealers who purchase 
their goods to sign the following agreement : ‘‘ In consideration * the sale 
of Edison phonographs records, and blanks to me at current retail dealers’ 
discoun's by (blank). aud after carefully readi.g the above price list, terms, 
discounts and conditions of sale, [ hereby agree with the National 
bapa) Co. (Limited) to conform with, and strictly adhere to, and 
be bound by, the same.” A retail dealer in phonographic goods, named 
Ell, ent into and signed the above agreement. Among the conditions 
of sale referred to in the agreement was one to the effect that retail dealers 
should not sell any of the plaintiffs’ at a discount, or at less than 
current list prices, nor to dealers who were on the plaintiffs’ 
list. Another of the said conditions was to the effect that" healers 
violating any of the above conditions, or failing to pay accounts due to the 
National Phonograph Co. (Limited), may be at once cut off from any 
further supply of goods and placed on the suspended list.” 
Although the defendants had not committed any act them 
within this last mentioned condition, they were, nevertheless, placed 
upon the plaintiffs’ suspended list. On the 8th of November, 1904, 
the defendants, through an agent, procured from Ell a number of the 
meee phonographs at trade discounts. The plaintiffs thereu 
rought this action to restrain the defendant ae es or inciting 
any persons or firms who have entered into the dealers’ agreements 
with the plaintiffs to sell to the defendants the goods of the plaintiffs, to 
the damage of the plaintiffs, in breach of the terms of the said agreements, 
or to otherwise commit breaches of the said agreements. For the plaintiffs 
it was urged that the defendants had induced £ll to break his contract 
with the plaintiffs to the detriment of the plaintiffs. That was an action- 
able wrong even in the absence of conspiracy between the defendants and 
Ell, This case comes within Quinn v. Leathem (45 Soxicrrors’ Journat 718, 
759 ; 1901, A.C. 495). It is only necessary to give general evidence as to loss 
of business: Ratcliffe v. Evans (36 Soxtcirors’ Jovrnar 539; 1892, 2 Q. B. 
524), South Wales Miners’ Federation v. G an Coal Co. (Limited) (49 
Soxtcrrors’ Journat ; 442, 666; 1905, A. ©. 239) also cited. For the 
defendants it was contended that the cases cited for the plaintiffs did not 
apply here, as they were all cases of conspiracy, and in this case there was 
no question of conspiracy. In the absence of an agreement a condition 
as to the sale of goods cannot be imposed on the purchaser even if he 
bought with notice of the condition: MeGruther v. Piteher (48 Soxrcrrons’ 
Jovurnnat 639; 1904, 2 Ch. 306). Here there was no agreement between 
the plaintiffs and defendants. 
Joxcer, J., in giving a considered judgment, said that it was doubtful 
whether the ——- signed by Ell amounted to a contract between 
him and the plaintiffs. If it was a contract, what was the considera- 
tion? The plaintiffs sustained no inconvenience, nor was there any 
act of theirs by which Ell derived any advantage. There was no 
detriment to the plaintiffs, nor any benefit to Ell moving from them. 
No stranger to the consideration can sue upon a contract though 
made for his benefit: Tweddle v. Atkinson (5 Soxicrrons’ Jovrna 706; 
1 Best & Sm. 398). But, assuming that there was a contract between 
Ell and the plaintiffs not to sell their goods at less than tho prescribed 
retail prices, the question to be decided is whether, by reason of the 
transaction complained of, the plaintiffs, who certainly had no contract 
with the defendants, can maintain t them an action of tort upon the 
ground of their wrongful interference with a contractual relation between 
Ell and the plaintiffs. It has never yet been decided that this species of 
action could be maintained in such a state of circumstances as exists in the 
present case. No doubt it is actionable to entice away another person's 
servant or apprentice, to induce a person to break a contract of personal 
service to another, or the exclusive engagement of a professional singer, 
or an engagement for exclusive service in a icular manufacture. In 
each of these cases there was interference by the defendant with a definite 





of undistributed profits. Buckley, J., had thought that as this reserve 
fund represented assets of the company it could not be said that 
the company had lost capital until the reserve fund was exhausted. 
The Court of Appeal, however, held that, the proper mode of 
construing the Companies Act, 1877, was to read the two expressions 
“lost capital ’’ and any capital ‘ unrepresented by available assets’’ in 
section 3 as two distinct things, and if it was shewn that the company had 
lost capital it was not necessary to consider whether it was unrepresented 
by available a sets. The real point in that case was whether in the 
discretion of the court the proposed scheme could be sanctioned which was 
to debit the loss rateably against the reserve fund and the capital account, 
attributing to the reserve more than its rateable proportion. The court 
accordingly gave its approval to that scheme. In the present case it was 
not proposed to charge any portion of the loss against the reserve funds. 
Having regard to the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Hoare ¢ Cv., 
his lordship thought he was justified in sanctioning the — reduc- 
tion although no part of the reserve funds was touched. These funds 
Were created for special purposes which still existed, and, looking at the 
matter from a business point of view, he was of opinion that the company 
was only dving what a prudent and honourable man of business would do 
in dealing with his own property. He therefore sanctioned the petition 
although no part of the reserve funds was touched.—Covunss., H. 2. 
Wright. Sotscrrons, Radford ¢ Frankland, for Buchannan § Sons, Whitby. 
{ Reported by Kowanp J, M, Caaruiy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


NATIONAL PHONOGRAPH 00. (LIM.) v, EDISON-BELL CONSOLIDATED 
PHONOGRAPH 00. (LIM.). Joyce, J, 26th Oct; 15th Dec, 


Sate or Goops —Conprrions as To Saute wy Rerarera—Pvrcaasern Nor 
Bounp By. 


The plaintiffs in thie action are the agents in this country of several 





contractual relation recognized by law. In effect, it has been argued on 
behalf of the plaintiffs that if A. persuades or induces B. to commit a 
breach of any contract whatsoever which he may have entered into with 
C., then C., without suing B., may recover damages and obtain an injune- 
tion against A. That is not the law at present, nor has it ever been so 
laid down by any judicial authority. In fact, in Bxehange Telegraph Co, 
(Limited) v. Gregory § Co, (1896, 1 Q. B.) Rigby, L.J., at p. 157, distinetly 
says that such is not the law. Farther, the interference to be actionable 
must be shewn to be of a positive or active kind, and it must be pro- 
ductive of substantial, not merely nominal, damages to the plaintiff. In 
the present case the plaintiffs sustained no damage or loss through the 
transaction co of. This action, therefore, fails altogether, and 
must be dismissed with costs.—Counset, Cripps, K.C., Welter, K.C., and 
Compston ; Hughes, K.C., and Wood. Sorrcrroas, Ward, Perks, ¢ Me Kay ; 
Faithfuli ¢ Owen. 

(Reported by P. Joux Botayp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
OPPENHEIMER v. FRAZER & WYATT. Channell, J. 15th Dee. 


Sate or Goops—Factrors Act—Mencantine Aoerr—Laacery ay «a Taree 
—Convaxston—Pvcxcuase on Jorwr Acoount —Bona Pipes. 


Plaintiff's claim was for conversion of certain diamonds; alteraatively 
delivery up of the diamonds and damages. Both ~ oo and 
defendants were diamond merchants. §8., a diamond , Came to 
and represented that he had prospectire customers—two 








132 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 








named firms—and thus fraudulently obtained possession of certain parcels 
of diamonds. S. never offered the diamonds to the said firms, nor did he 
have any dealings with them. The plaintiff parted with the parcels of 
diamonds solely on the faith of S.’s representation that the diamonds 
were to be offered to the said firms. S. pledged some of the 
diamonds and some ‘he gave to one B., requesting him to try 
and sell them. B. took the diamonds to the defendants, telling them 
they came from 8., and asked them to buy them on a joint account 
with himself. The defendants bought the diamonds and sent 8S. a 
cheque for the whole amount, and subsequently debited B. with one- 
half the amount in their books. When the goods were resold the 
defendants credited B. with half the profits. The Factors Act, 1889, 
s. 2, provides: ‘‘ Where a mercantile agent is, with the consent of 
the owner, in possession of goods . . . any sale, pledge, or other 
a of the goods made by him, when acting in the ordinary course 
of business of a mercantile agent, shall, subject to the provisions of 
this Act, be valid as if he were expressly authorized by the owner to make 
the same, provided that the person taking under the disposition acts in 
good faith and has not, at the time of disposition, notice that the 

rson making the disposition has not authority to make the same.”’ 
The jury at the trial found that (1) S. obtained the diamonds from the 
plaintiff by larceny by a trick ; (2) that the defendants acted in good faith ; 
and (3) B. did not act in good faith. Counsel for the plaintiff contended 
that since S. obtained the diamonds by larceny by a trick, the Factors Act 
did not apply, and in support cited Cahn v. Pockett’s Bristol Channel Steam 
Packet Co. (1899, 1 Q. B. 643, per Smith, L.J., and Collins, L.J.), and Qole v. 

Yorth- Western Bank (L. R. 10 C. P. 354, per Blackburn J.). 8. did not 
obtain the goods with the consent of the owner, the whole 
transaction being a pretence. There was no bailment or contract 
at all. Their minds were not ed idem. SS. never intended to 
act as a mercantile agent or to take the diamonds to the 
firms he falsely and fraudulently represented were to be offered 
the diamonds. Further, B. did not take in good faith; and as he and the 
defendants bought the diamonds on a joint account, they were partners 
pro hae vice, and his want of good faith affected the title of the defendants, 
Counsel for B. and the defendants contended that there was no authority 
which decided that larceny by a trick did away with the provision of the 
Factors Act. The goods were in possession of S. with the plaintiff’s con- 
sent, and section 2 of the Factors Act applied. The plaintiff intended to 
give and in fact gave 8. the possession. When Blackburn, J., in Cole v. 
North-Western Bank (supra) and Smith and Collins, L JJ.,in Cahn v. Pockett's 
Bristol Channel Steam Packet Co. (supra), referred to goods having been 
obtained by a trick they were referring to cases where the trick negatived 
the bailment. B. and the defendants were not partners, B. was merely 
the messenger between S. and the defendants. He had no interest until 
the purchase by the defendants was complete. The plaintiff and B. had 
not been guilty of conversion. 

Cuannett, J.—Under the Factors Act the test whether a certain trans- 
action was valid on not depended on the relation which existed between 
the owner of the goods and the person who had possesion of them as 
mercantile agent, not that between the person claiming title to the goods 
and the supposed mercantile agent. Blackburn. J., in Cole v. North- 
Western Bank, when he said: ‘‘ If the owner did in fact entrust the agent 
as agent, though he was induced to do £0 by fraud, a pledge by the agent 
would be gcod,’” was stating that if there purported to be a contract, 


that the claim of the railway company for compensation could not be 
sustained, as the'use of the pavement by the company had been unreason- 
able and illegal. Cur. adv. vult. 

Keynepy, J., in giving judgment held on the evidence that the company 
and their predecessors had reasonably exercised the right or privilege or 
easement which Parliament gave them in 1860, and were entitled to the 
£5,800 awarded by the arbitrator. He therefore entered judgment for 
the company, and intimated that if he had any discretion as to costs they 
would follow the result of his judgment. 

Counsel for the defendants asked that no order should be made 
as to costs by the learned judge because costs were provided 
for under section 24 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and if their 
clients decided to carry the question to the Court of Appeal and 
were successful they might desire to raise this question there and 
did not wish to be hampered from doing so by an order for costs 
made by his lordship. He mentioned Gonty v. Manchester, Shefield, and 
Lincolnshire Railway Co. (1896, 2 Q. B. 439), in which the Oourt of A 
(Lord Esher, M.R., and A. L. Smith and Rigby, L.JJ.), gave the appellants 
their costs, holding that Re Holliday and Corporation of Wakefield (20 Q. B. D. 
699) had no application as to costs since the Arbitration Act, 1889. But 
that case was decided under sections 7 and 20 of the Arbitration Act, and 
their lordships had not their attention drawn to section 24, which specially 
reserved for the arbritrator the question of costs in special cases. Judg- 
ment accordingly.—Covunsg., Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., and E. Marten ; Sir 


E. Boyle, K.C., J. Eldon Bankes, K.C., and A. C. Nicoll. Soxscrrors, 
E. Moore ; Segar Barry. 
[Reported by Eesxrne Rein, Barrister-at-Law. } 
ALSTON AND OTHERS v. MINEARD. Darling, J. 15th Dec. 


MortcaGE—ASssIGNMENT OF MortGAGeD Property spy MortTcaGor In 1886 to 
THE Trustees or His Davcnurer’s Marriage SerrLeEMENT—PAYMENT BY 
Trusters FoR More THan Twetve Years or Att Interest Duz Unpmr 
THE Morrcace—Forectosure Action—Ricut or MorrcaGer 10 
Marstain Action AGainst Mortcgacor--Reat Properr Limrration 
Act (37 &38 Vicr. c. 57), s. 8. 


This was an action brought by mortgagees to recover from the 
mortgagor £1,200 and interest under a covenant in a mortgage deed. 
The plaintiffs, in December, 1881, advanced to the defendant £1,200 on 
certain freehold property. In 1886 the defendant’s daughter was married, 
and the defendant assigned to trustees for the benefit of his daughter the 
property which he had mortgaged to the plaintiffs, subject to the payment 
of the principal sum and interest. Since the assignment the trustees had 
paid the interest, and the defendant had contributed nothing towards 
these payments. The plaintiffs gave the defendant notice that they 
desired the principal sum due under the mortgage to be paid off, but the 
defendant alleged that as he had not paid any interest for upwards of 
twelve years he was protected by section 8 of the Real Property Limitation 
Act (37 & 38 Vict. c 57), and that therefore he could not be sued, as the 
action was statute-barred. 

Dar.ino, J., held that the payments made by the trustees appointed by 
the mortgugor by virtue of the marriage settlement were sufficient to 
the case out of the limitation of twelve years within which period, by virtue 
of section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, a foreclosure 
action must be brought. He therefore gave judgment for the plaintiffs 





although possibly defeasible because of fraud, there was an entrusting, 
but if there had been a trick under which there was no contract at all, 
then it would be otherwise. Collins, L.J., in Cahn v. Pockett’s Bristol 
Channel Steam Packet Co. did not decide that if there was larceny by a 


trick the transaction was avoided. There might be such a trick as would | 
The | 


negative a bailment. That did not apply to the present case. 
statute applied where there was the consent of the owner to the 


jon of the goods by a mercantile agent as a mercantile agent. | 


e defendants bought the diamonds as to one half beneficially and as to 
one half in trust for B. The fact that B. did not act in good faith did not 
defeat the defendants’ title as to their one half beneficial interest. 
not a mere intermediary. He was party to the transaction, and took an 
active part which resulted in depriving the plaintiff of his diamonds. B., 
therefore, was liable for conversion for the whole amount. The defendants 
had not converted any part of the plaintiff's goods, 
defendants, and judgment for the plaintiff against B.—Covunset, Rawlinson, 
K.C., H. Dobb, and Dunkels; Carson, K.C., J. A Hamilton, K.C., and 
Norman Craig. Sorscrrons, Julius A White; F. Kimber Bull, § Dinan. 


[Reported by W. T. Tcurox, Barrister-at-Law]. 


GREAT EASTERN RAILWAY CO. v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. 


Kennedy, J. 19th July; 20th Dec. 
Pracrice—Coers—Specta Case Sratep wy AxrsiTraton— Insvniovs 
, ‘ 
Avractiox "’—Damaces—Jvnispiction or Ansrrmator To Awarp Costs - 


Agsrreation Act, 1889, s. 24. 


This was a special case raising the question whether the Great Eastern 
Railway Co. were (inter alia) entitled to a sum of £5,800 found by an 


arbitrator to be due as compensation for the injurious affection of their | 


warehouses in Little Prescott-street. City. For more than forty years the 
railway Company and their predecessors had been in the habit of loading 
and unloading vans from their warehouses in Little Prescott-street, which 
was a cul de sac, by means of flaps extending from the warehouses over the 
ement to the taile of the vans. Under their statutory powers the 
Leelee County Council had executed certain improvements in Little 
Prescott-street which prevented the railway company from loading and 
vans as they had hitherto done, and enabled the public to use 

the pavement adjoining their warehouses. The county council contended 





Judgment for the | 


for the amount claimed with interest and costs.—CovunsrL, Garland; 





Wilkinson. Sorscrrors, Newman, Poynter, § Co. ; Willcocks § Co. 

| [Reported by Easxrnz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
Bankruptcy Cases. : 

| Re SMILES. Vaughan Williams, Fletcher Moulton, and Buckley, L.JJ. 


13th Dec. 


| Basxeurptcy—Banxkrvuptcy Notice —Frinat Jopgmentr—Svummons FOR 
Leave To Enrorce aN Awarp—Orpgr Givinc Leave To S10N 
JupcmMent—Bankevurrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 4, sume 
section 1 (G)—Anuitration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), s. 12. 


Appeal from the refusal of one of the registrars to issue a bankruptcy 
| notice. The appellant had obtained an award in an arbitration for the 
| payment to him of the sum of £28 10s. In pursuance of section 12 of 
| the Arbitration Act, 1889, he took out an originating summons asking for 
| leave to enforce the award in the same manner as a judgment or order to 
| that eff+ct. The master, instead of making an order in the terms of the 
| summons, made an order giving the appellant leave to - judgment for 
| £28 10s. The appellant signed judgment for £28 10s. and then applied to 
| the Bankruptcy Court for the issue of a bankruptcy notice founded on 

this judgment. The matter was referred to one of the registrars, who 

refused leave to issue the notice, hdlding that the judgment was nota 

final judgment within the meaning of section 4, sub-section 1 (g), of the 
| Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 
Tue Cover (Vavonan Wititams, Frercnen Movtton, and Bucxxey, 
| L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding that the judgment in question was 
not a« final judgment on which a bankruptcy notice could be fou 
There was no power under section 12 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, to tura 
an award into a judgment,as had been done in this case. Under thet 
section the court cannot do more than give leave to enforce an award in” 
the same manner as a judgment. 
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fore the official referees, w 
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Dec. 22, 1906. ~~ 
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giving leave to enter judgment of the award was made without jurisdiction, 
and whatever might be the effect of that order, the so-called judgment 
entered thereunder was not a final judgment.—Counsex, Harold Simmonds. 
Soricrrors, Windybank, Samuel, ¢ Laurance. 


{Reported by P. M. Faanoxs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BRIND. Vaughan Williams, Fletcher Moulton, and Buckley, L.JJ. 
13th Dec. 


BankRupTcy—Banxrvuptcy Notice—JupGMent on CLAIM AND CouNTER- 
CLAIM IN Favour or Two Pcarntirrs anp 1x Favour or Two Orner 
Persons, Derenpants 1x Counrerctaim—Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 
47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 4, sub-section 1 (4). 


Appeal from a receiving order made by one of the registrars. An action 
was brought by Percy Allen and W. Stanley Garner against the debtor for 
£100 money lent. Defendant set up a counterclaim against the two 
plaintiffs and also against two other persons, James Allen and Ernest 
Allen. Judgment was given in favour of the plaintiffs on the claim and 
counterclaim for £106 lls, 7d., and £135 16s. 1d. costs, and in favour of 
the two other Allens on the counterclaim for £210 lls. 8d. Upon 
this judgment the bankruptcy notice was issued requiring the 
defendant to pay to James Allen and W. 8S. Garner the amount 
of their claim and costs and to pay to James Allen and Ernest 
Allen the amount of their costs. The debtor failed to comply with 
the requirem-nts of the bankruptcy notice, and a petition was presen 
against him upon which a receiving order was made. It was contended 
for the appellant that a counterclaim has the same effect as a cross-action, 
end therefore the judgment in this case, though in form one judgment, 
was in substance two judgments, requiring separate sums of money to be 

id to separate sets of persons, and a bankruptcy notice founded on two 
judgments is bad: Ez parte Argentine Goldfields, Re Low (39 W. R. 181; 
1891, 1 Q. B. 147), 

Tae Covrt (Vavenan Writurams, FLercner Movtron, and Bucktey, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal, holding that a judgment for the payment of 
one sum to one set of persons and of another sum to another set of 
persons was not one judgment, but two, and that a bankruptcy notice 
could not be properly founded upon it.—CounseL, Crawford ; Dickens, 
K.C., and Clayton. Soxicrrors, Cohen § Cohen; Allen, Edwards, § Oldfield. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 








New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 


CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1906-7. 
Norice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During the Christmas Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may require 
to be immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the Judges who 
for the time being shall act as Vacation Judges. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane will act as Vacation Judge 
from Saturday, the 22nd of December, to Monday, the 3lst of December, 
both days inclusive. Applications in urgent matters may be made to his 
lordship by post or rail. Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane will sit in King’s 
Bench Judges’ Chambers on Friday, the 28th of December. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Sutton will act as Vacation Judge from 
Tuesday, the lst of January, 1907, to Thursday, the 10th of January, both 
days inclusive. His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers 
on Friday, the 4th of January. On other days, within the above period, 
applications in urgent matters may be made to his lordship by post or rail. 

n any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
Judge by book-post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a separate 
sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider the 
ant entitled to, and also an envelope capable of receiving the papers, 
addressed as follows:—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in 
Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C.”’ 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge 
can be obtained on application at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice, 

The chambers of Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady and Mr. Justice Neville 
(Division 8 to Z) will be open (for vacation business only) from 10 to 2 on 
Thursday, the 27th of December; Friday, the 28th of December, 1906 ; 
Tuesday, the lst of January; Wednesday, the 2odof January ; Thureday, 
the 3rd of January, and Friday, the 4th of January, 1907. 








It is stated that a Home Office Order has just been issued containing 
tules dated the 6th of December, 1906, made by the Lord Chancellor, 
regulating the procedure for obtaining the consent of a petty sessional 
court to exemption from duty under section 5 of the Dogs Act, 1906, An 
application for the consent of a petty sessional court to the grant of a 
certificate of exemption from duty in respect of a dog may be made to any 


Societies. 


The Law Society. 
SPECIAL MEETING. 


A special meeting of the members of the Law Society, from which 
reporters were excluded, was held on the 14th inst. 

e have received the following official report of the proceedings at the 
meeting :—At a special general meeting of the Law Society, held on the 
14th of December, 1906, upon a requisition signed by 111 members of the 
society, a resolution was moved and seconded as follows : 

‘‘That a committee consisting of 11 members of the society be 
appointed to consider and report as to what rules and regulations, if any, 
should be adopted by the society as to the following matters : 

(2) The methods in which a solicitor should keep the accounts of himself 

and his clients and the audit thereof. 

(6) The keeping and audit of trust accounts. 

(c) The conduct of professional business. 

(d) The formation of a guarantee fund ; 
and as to the mode of enforcing such rules and regulations; and that such 
committee consist of the following : ‘ 

1. Mr. Sydney Cozens-Hardy, of Norwich, vice-president of the Norwich 

Law Society. 
. Mr. James Arthur Dawes (Dawes & Sons), of 9, Angel-court, Throg- 

morton-street, E.C. 

. Mr. Ernest Ralph Dodsworth (Gray & Dodsworth), of York. 
. Mr. Walter Dowson (Dowson, Ainslie, & Martineau), of 19, Surrey- 

street, Victoria Embankment, W.C. 

. - ome Francis Haigh, of Leeds, president of the Leeds Law 
ety. 
6. Mr. Richard Lake Harrison (Waterhouse & Co.), of 1, New-court, 

Lincoln’s-inn, W.O. 

. Mr. Beresford Rimington Heaton (Rider, Heaton, & Wigram), of 

8, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 

8. Mr. Samuel Garrett (Parker, Garrett, Holman, & Howden), of Rectory 

—~ oh rewreg te Cornhill, E.C. 

9. Mr. Hen anisty (Nicholl, Manisty, & Co.), of 1, Howard- 

Geena W. oy y , y, )» ’ street, 
10. Mr. ee Rawle (Rawle, Johnstone, & Co.), of 1, Bedford-row, 


W.C. 
11. y 2 «i Kaye Rollit (Rollit & Sons & Burroughs), of 3, Mincing- 
e, E.0., 
with power to the committee to add to their number four members, one 
to be nominated by the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, one by the 
Manchester Incorporated Law Association; one by the Birmingham Law 
Society, and one by the Associated Provincial Law Societies.”’ 

After debate, the resolution was put to the meeting and lost on a show of 
hands, there being 179 votes for the resolution and 196 t it. 

A poll having been demanded, the President, with the assent of the 
meeting, declared that the meeting stood adjourued until the 7th of 
January next, and would be continued on the 8th and 9th, for the 
of taking the poll, and be further adjourned from the 9th to the 11th of 
January, when the result of the eer would be declared. 

The adjourned meeting will be held in the Hall of the society in Chancery- 
lane, London, on each of the days above mentioned, and the poll will be 
open from 11 a.m. to 4. p.m. on the 7th, 8th, and 9th of January. The 
meeting on the 11th of January will be at two o'clock. 

Under the bye-laws the personal attendance of members voting is 
required at the Society's Hall. 

We understand that the exclusion of reporters was objected to by one 
of the speakers, who suggested that solicitors had nothing to conceal in the 
matter with re; to which the meeting was convened, and that, as the 
subject was before the public, it was better that they should know every- 
thing which took place at the meeting, and these observations appeared to 
receive considerable support. 

We believe that the main obstacle to the passing of the resolution 
was clause (d), as to the formation of a guarantee fund. 

Several speakers urged that the facts did not ney eee 
vations. lt was asserted by one of the that of 1,800 solicitors 
only 50 had proved themselves black sheep in the past ten years. 


United Law Society. 


Dec. 17.—Chairman, Mr. J. W. W .—Mr. Forder moved, 
and, in the absence of Mr. W. A. Jolly, Mr. T. Hynes opposed, 
resolution: ‘* That a reduction in national armaments 1s a necessity, 
should be adopted as a national policy by all the Great Powers.” 
motion was negatived by ten votes to eight. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvpents’ Denatinc Socrery.—Dec. 18.—Chairman, Mr, Elmes. 
—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That actions for breach of promise of 
marriage ought to be abolished except where special damage is alleged.”’ 
Mr. P. M. C. Hart opened in the affirmative ; Mr. J. D. A. Johnson 
opened in the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. 
Krause, Birch, Reddett, Bartlett, Pleadwell, Fitton, Henderson, Dowding, 
Marston, Dewey, Solomon Young, Sparrow, Gaynton, and Richardson. 
The motion was lost by 8 votes. 


Bramrncuau Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Dec. 11.—Mr. A. F. Lovatt in 
the chair.—A debate took place on the following moot point: ‘‘A., 
meaning to lend B. a shilling, handed him a coin which both A. and B. at 
the time thought was a shilling, but which B. an hour afterwards dis- 
covered was a sovereign, and which B. fraudulently appropriated to his 
own use. Was B. guilty of larceny?” (Reg. v. Ashwell, 16Q. B. D. 190.) 
The speakers for the affirmative were: Messrs. A. J. Gateley, H. 8S. Hall, 
D. H, O'Connor, R. A. Willes, and W. Kentish; and for the negative: 
Messrs. W. H. C. Sharp, B.A., F. H. Viney, B.A., and C. H. Morgan. 
After the chairman had summed up, the question was put to the meeting 
and carried by a majority of five votes. 


The annual dinner of the Birmingham Law Students’ Society was held 
on Saturday evening, the 15th of December, at the Grand Hotel, Birming- 
ham, the President of the society being in the chair. There were also in 
attendance the Bishop of Birmingham, Sir Oliver Lodge, F.R.S., and 
many barristers and solicitors. After the loyal toasts had been honoured, 
Mr. Justice Jelf delivered his presidential address, choosing as his subject 
some features of a running-down case. His lordship gave a very interesting 
discourse on the Jaw of negligence as applicable to these cases and many 
useful hints to the students who were present. After his address the 
President proposed ‘‘ The Scciety,’’ and to this the secretary, Mr. W. 
Kentish, replied. The toast of ‘‘ The City ’’ was proposed by the Bishop of 
Birmivgham, and msponded to by Councillor J. 8. Nettlefold. ‘‘ The 
Bench aud the Bar’’ was proposed by Mr. J. B Clarke, and to this toast 
his Honour Judge R. Howard Smith and Mr. H. A. McCardie replied. 
Other toasts were ‘‘ The Birmingham Law Society,’’ proposed by Mr. G. M. 
Bark, and responded to by Mr. A. Pointon, the president of that society ; 
‘“* The Visitors,’’ proposed by Mr. G. W. Springthorpe, and responded to 
by Sir Oliver Lodge, F.R.S.; and ‘‘The President,’’ proposed by Mr. 
H.H. Joy. This last toast terminated what had been a most successful 
evening. 








Mr. Justice Jelf on Running-down 
Cases. 


Ar the annual dinner in connection with the Birmingham Law Students’ 
Society on Saturday, the president, Mr. Justice Jelf. delivered his presi- 
dential address, choosing as his subject, ‘‘ Some Features of a Running- 
down Case."’ His lordship said that a good reason why the matter 
to be appropriate was that those who lived in London or any 

great city like Birmingham now knew what a terrific thing the traffic of 
the streets was. No doubt many remembered the description given by 
Horace of the congestion in his time in Rome. He thought if Horace had 
a day's observation now in London he would be absolutely appalled by 
the sight of the traffic there. The statistics which had been published 
lately shewed what a new terror had been added to the life of pedestrians, 
equestrians, cyclists, and those driving in carriages by thre introduction, 
first of all, of mechanica) tramcars, and stiil more of motors. He would give 
figures to shew what an important subject was this of vehicles running into 
one another in the public streets. In answer to a question the other day 
the Home Secretary produced statistics relating to July and August, 1906, 
in the Metropolitan district alone—and without their reckoning any 
horse vehicles whatever, which had already made London almost 
impassable in places—867 accidents were caused by motor-cars and 
clists; personal injuries from these accidents amounted to 312, and 
there were 12 deaths. In the same period in the Metropolitan district 797 
accidents were caused by motor omnibuses, and the personal injuries 
arising were 149, including 6 deaths; and as far as tramcars drawn by 
mechanical means were concerned there were 226 cares of sonal injury 
and 3 deaths. For his part the pleasure of walking about London or 
Griving there had been reduced almost to a minimum. There was 
scarcely 2 street where they did not find the atmosphere perfectly 
reeking with the smell of motor vehicles, and scarcely a street where 
one could drive without finding oneself in imminent danger of being run 
into by something. Primarily it must be understood, in regard to the 
highway, that every eubject of the King was entitled to use every single 
part of the highway—croseways, lengthways, in every possible way. An 
enormous number of jostlings and collisions took place, and it must be 
understood that there were a great number of accidents in the streets in the 
great cities which were inevitable. This brought him to the point that 
the foundation of the law connected with the running-down cases was, of 
course, the law of negligence. The plaintiff had to shew that not only 
was there negligence but negligence causing or materially contributing to 
the accident, and again it must be shewn that the plaintiff had suffered 
damage the accident being brought about by that negligence. His 
lordship having explained what he meant by supervening negligence, 








— 


spoke of the rule of the road. They all knew very well in practice that the 
rule of the road was pretty well understood. There had been one thing in one 
country and another thing in another. In France and, he beli 
almost all other civilized nations except England, they passed vehicles 
which met them on the right or off side, and the vehicles which they over. 
took on the left side, the exact contrary of what the law was in England, 
Discussing how actions were fought, his lordship said there was very often 
a point-blank contradiction, and the obvious thing to do in that class of 
case was to try and get hold of the admitted facts. In conclusion, his 
lordship spoke about ‘‘ prejudice against motors.’”’ If, he said, they had 
dane something at the time when these awful monsters began to parade 
the streets—if they began to say that there was a public nuisance 
in all the noise, with the stink the motorist was causing, maki 
life intolerable, and destroying every peace and comfort —if they 
at once took the bull by the horns, and said all this was a public 
nuirance, then something might have been done. But it was past pray- 
ing for now. Motors had come to stay, and, as they had come to etay, 
the motorists must have justice like every one else. He had tried a 
good many cases in which motors had been concerned, and he had found 
the driver of the motor quite as many times in the right as the driver of 
the other vehicle. He believed they got motor-drivers who really regarded 
other people when they came to crowded places, and he thought any 
prejudice against motors because they were motors was very wrong and 
improper. Every case, of course, must be on its own merits. 








Obituary. 


Mr, T. D. Bolton. 


Mr. Thomas Dolling Bolton, M.P., solicitor, died, on Sunday night, 
from influenza attended with complications, at the age of sixty-five. Mr, 
Bolton was educated privately, and was admitted a solicitor in 1866, and 
at his death was a member of the firm of Bolton & Co., 3, Temple-gardens, 
He had been member of Parliament for North-East Derbyshire since 1886, 
He was for many years a member of the Windsor Town Council, and was 
also chairman of the Isle of Wight Central Railway Co. and the Neuchatel 
Asphalte Co. He was a justice of the peace for Herefordshire. 


Mr. I, Badcock, K.C. 


We regret to record the death of Mr. Isaac Badcock, K.C., at the age of 
sixty-four. Mr. Badcock was the second son of Mr. Henry Badcock, of 
Taunton, banker. He was educated at Trinity College, Oxford, and was 
called to the bar in 1867, when he joined the Western Circuit. For many 
years, however, he practised in the Chancery Division, and after he had 
taken silk became a successful advocate, having the knack of presenting 
cases clearly, and without apparent effort, to the judge. He was electeda 
bencher of the Middle Temple in 1895. 








Legal News. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Mr. S. J. R. Stamens, solicitor, of Bevois House, 27 and 28, Basinghall- 
street, London, E.C., has amalgamated his business with that of Messrs. 
Wansey, Bowen, & Co., of 28, Moorgate-street, E.C., on and after the 
15th inst., and the two businesses will in future be carried on at that 
address under the style or firm of Wansey, Bowen, Stammers, & Co. 





General. 


Sir John Gray Hill will be the guest of the Municipal and County Club 
at a house dinner of Thursday, the 24th of January. 


His Honour Judge Bryn Roberts was entertained at dinner on Saturday 
night at Anderton's Hotel, Fleet-street, by his old political friends in the 
New Reform Club. Lord Courtney of Penwith presided. 


At the recent Jevée the King conferred the honour of knighthood on 
Mr. Justice Parker, Mr. William Clegg, solicitor, Mr. Henry Paget-Cooke, 
solicitor, and Mr. William Talbot, town clerk of Manchester. 


It is announced that the t of clerk to the trustees of the Londons 
Parochial Charities will shortly be vacant through the retirement of Mr, 
H. Howard Batten. Candidates must be barristers or solicitors of not leas 
than seven years’ standing. 


During the hearing of a case involving a question of patent law in Mr, 
Justice Parker’s court on Saturday, says the Daily Mai/, counsel (a K.C) 
had to handle a gun. It was a double-barrelled gun, and, manipulating 
it very gingerly, counsel pointed it towards the clock, He was about & 
give @ practical demonstration of how the empty cartridge-ejecting 
apparatus worked, when he made an alarming discovery. ‘‘ Why did you 
not tell me there was @ cartridge init?” hecried, ‘It might have jumped 
out and hit me in the eye.” To the general relief it was found that 

was not a deadly cartridge—not even a blank cartridge ; it was 
4 ged cartridge for experimental purposes. Mr. Justice Parker 
took the gun, and, handling it in the manner of a practised sportemaa, 
took an imaginary shot in the direction of the skylight. 
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Mr. Justice Grantham and Mr. Justice Dar! have fixed the following 
commission days for the winter assizes on the Western Circuit: Devizes, 
Friday, January 11; Dorchester, Wednesday, January 16; Taunton, 
Tuesday, January 22; Bodmin, Monday, January 28; Exeter, Friday, 
February 1; Winchester, Friday, February 8; Bristol, Friday, Feb- 
ruary 15. 

The twenty-first meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Com- 
mittee was held on the 12th inst., at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. 
Muir Mackenzie (the chairman) presiding. Evidence was given by his 
Honour Judge Smyly, K.C., the Judge of the Bow and Shoreditch County 
Courts, and formerly County Court Judge at Derby. The principal matter 
to which the evidence of the learned judge was directed related to the 
working of the procedure in county courts for the administration of the 
affairs of small debtors, and suggestions for the extension and improve- 
ment of that procedure. 


Mr. Justice Ridley and Mr. Justice Bucknill have fixed the following 
commission days for the winter assizes on the South-Eastern Circuit: 
Huntingdon, Friday January 11; Cambridge, Monday, January 14 (civil 
business not to be taken before Wednesday, the 16th) ; Ipswich, Friday, 
January 18 (civil business not before Monday, the 21st) ; Norwich, Thurs- 
day, January 24 (civil business not before Monday, the 28th) ; Chelmsford, 
Thursday, January 31 (civil business not before Monday, February 4) ; 
Hertford, Thursday, February 7 (civil business not before Saturday, the 
9th) ; Lewes, Tuesday, February 12 (civil business not before Friday, the 
15th); Maidstone, Wednesday, February 20 (civil business not before 
Saturday, the 23rd); Guildford, Thursday, February 28 (civil business not 
before Monday, March 4). 


One Bill was included in the ‘‘ massacre of the innocents’’ for which, 
says a writer in the Globe, a legal tear has been dropped. The Rule Com- 
mittee, which exercises most important powers in connection with the 

rocedure of the courts, numbers only’one solicitor—the President of the 

w Society—among its members. Solicitors have long complained that 
this representation of their branch of the profession is inadequate. Their 
grievance was promptly recognized by Lord Loreburn, who introduced at 
the beginning of the session a Bill providing for the appointment of two 
solicitors on the committee. It is the unhappy fate of this simple 
measure that solicitors are mourning. They are wont to claim that they 
havea special interest in all questions of legal procedure. It is they who 
are most directly concerned in the routine work of the courts, who, by 
reason of coming into immediate contact with suitors, can best appreciate 
the public point of view. The claim, though often repeated, has never 
been disputed. 


At Birmingham, on Friday in last week, before Mr. Justice Ridley, says the 
Times, Joseph Seymour Price, solicitor, was charged in three indictments with 
various frauds on certain of his clients. The cases on which the prosecu- 
tion proceeded were charges under the Larceny Act, 1901, of having on 
the 23rd of March, 1905, fraudulently converted £215 out of a sum of £250 
with which he had been entrusted in order to pay it to a Mrs. Jennett 
Godfrey Smith, and of fraudulently converting on the 12th of December, 
1905, a sum of £33 10s. with which he had been entrusted to pay to a Mrs. 
Emily Higgett. The learned judge, in summing up the case, said that the 
contention made on the prisoner’s behalf that, unless at the time of mis- 
appropriation there was an intent to defraud, there could be no offence 
committed, was not what was contemplated or stated by the Larceny Act, 
1901. The word fraudulently there used did not mean that a person must 
at the time intend to defraud permanently, but it meant an intent to 
defraud in the sense of using for one | ayn money which had been 
entrusted to him for another purpose. e jury must consider the facts 
with care, and remember that the consequences of a conviction to a solicitor 
were more serious than to others. The jury found the prisoner guilty on 
both counts. On ae eee Mr. Fenton Ridley said that in his 
opinion the prisoner had n most properly convicted. No doubt the 
sums involved had not been large, but still the prisoner had di ed 
the important trust reposed in him asa solicitor. The least sentence at 
all commensurate with the case that his lordship could pass was one of 
three years’ penal servitude. 


The Public Trustee Bill was in Committee in the House of Commons 
on Tuesday. On clause 1—‘‘(1) There shall be established the office of 
public trustee ; (2) the public trustee shall be a corporation sole under 
that name, with perpetual succession and an official seal, and may 
sue and be sued under the above name like any other corporation sole.” 
Mr. W. Rutherford moved to add words to the clause restricting 
its operation to ‘‘cases where the trust property is sworn to be 
under the value of £500,’ but the amendment was subsequently with- 
drawn. On the motion of Mr. W. Rutherford the following words were 
added at the end of the clause: ‘‘ but any instruments sealed by him 
shall not, by reason of his os a corporation sole, be rendered liable to 
a higher stamp duty than if he were an individual.’’ On clause 2 an 
amendment by Mr. Rutherford to omit the words “for the purpose of 
saving expense to persons of small means” in sub-section (¢) was agreed 
to. The Attorney-General moved the insertion in the clause of the 
following new sub-section: ‘‘ (e) be appointed to be the administrator of 
the property of a convict under the Forfeiture for Felony Act, 1870,” 
The amendment was agreed to, Mr, Bertram moved an amendment 
to provide that on the public trustee's undertaking by declaration to 
administer an estate, the trust property, other than stock, shall vest in 
him, The Attorney-General accepted the amendment, and it was agreed 
to, On the motion of Mr, Micklem, the following words were added after 
sub-section 2: ‘As from such vesting any trustee entitled under the 
trust to administer the estate shall be disch from all liability attach. 
ing to the administration, except in of past acts.”’ On clause 4 





Mr. Micklem moved to leave out sub-section (4) and insert: “‘(5) As 
between the custodian trustee and managing trustees, and subject and 
without prejudice to the rights of any other persons, the custodian 
trustee shall have the custody of all securities and 

of title relating to the trust property.’’ The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. W. Rutherford moved an amendment to provide that the oe 
trustees should have free access to the documents and be entitled to 
copies or extracts thereof. The amendment was agreed to. Mr. W. 
Rutherford moved the omission of the words that the custodian 
trustee should not concur in any act the effect of wh ht ‘be to vest 
in him property which might involve a personal liability on him in 

of calls on shares. The Attorney-General accepted the amendment, 

was agreed to. Mr. Micklem moved the omission of sub-section (e), 
requiring al] sums to or out of capital or income to yt to or by the 
custodian trustee. The Attorney-General assented, the amendment 
was agreed to. On the motion of Mr. Micklem the following was substi- 
tuted for sub-section 3—‘‘ (3) The provisions of this section shall to 
any banking or insurance company or other body enti 

rules made under this Act to act as custodian trustee, with power for 
company or body corporate to charge and retain or pay out of the trust 
property fees not exceeding the fees ie by the public trustee as 
custodian trustee.’’ On clause 5 (a tment of public trustee to be 
trustee, executor, &c.), Mr. Hills moved an t to provide 
that the public trustee might be appointed as an additional trustee. 
The Attorney-General accepted the amendment, and it was agreed to. 
Mr. Micklem moved to leave out ‘‘ one week,”’ the period in which appli 
cation is to be made to the court, and to substitute “‘ twenty-one days.’ 
The Attorney-General accepted the amendment. Clause 6 (power 
grant probate) was also to. Clause 8 was also added to the 
The Bill passed through Committee on Wednesday. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette,—Furvar, Dec. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep uy Cuaycsar. 


Booxgam Sywpicats, Liwtrep (1x Liquipatron)—Creditors are required, on or 
31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Philip Collins, 6, Bedford row, liquidator 

| = mye Co, eae fe ay coated, on or before 
sen eir names dresses, particulars of their or claims, to Martin 
—e Walkden, 10, Norfolk st, Manchester. 
iquidator 


Eccreytaic Civs, Lonrsp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and —— of their debts or claims, ‘ood- 
house, Bank chambers, 45, te hill, Stanley & Co, Lad, 
Gator. The above refers to the limited Company and not to the 

Execraicat Trestixe Laporarontss, Lonrep (rm Liguipatiox)— Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 29, to send their names ranchine canhre, Bubepapeie eh Witheeh 
on cota, to William Phillips Tomes, 17,° Devonshire chmbrs, Bi st Without, 

quidator 

Forster & Arxsizy, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 28, to 
names and addresses, and the i of their debts or claims, to Hugh J. Percy, 63, 
Bondgate Within, Alnwick. & Son, solors for liquidator 

a ay cor as See. agen fe are i 

send ir names resses, the particulars their debts or claims, to 
William Barclay Peat, 11, Ironmonger In, liquidator 
eames Geocumns, Gos, & Co., pep ag me mete to 
~ eir names dresses, particulars 
—a. Jewry House, 27, Old Jewry. Harcourt 
quidator 


«& 
Vicrory Lypsysurc Goip Co, Lanrsp—Creditors are required, om or before Jan 10, to 
send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claima, to 
Ed Andrew Schneidau, 15, Copthall av, liquidator 


Lendon Gasette.—Tunspar, Deo. 18, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lawrep m Cuarcear. 


Borpaitt Waaxrgroap & Co, Lantav—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 21, te 
send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Robson, 34, Grey st, Newcastle upon Tyne 


2 


Eowtx Bopex & Co, Luurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the of dedts or claima to William Heary 
Clay, 4, Harrowby st, Worsley rd, Swinton, ar Manchester. Addleshaw & Co, Manchee- 
ter, solors for liquidater 

Jos Bonaars, Lautan, Bingley Works, Sheftiehi Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
81, to send theie names and addresses, and the particulars 
Mark Webster Jenkinson, 1, George st, Sheftield, liquidator 


f 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Dar oF Coane. 
London Gazette, —Fatoar, Deo, 7. 


Panne, 4mm, Benoenoen, ur Gueneme Jani Forni & Oo v Hopkin Williams, Kebowid, 
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London Gasette—Turspay, Dec. 11. | 
Caunce vy Atkinson, Registrar, Manchester | 


Arxissox, Tuomas, Manchester Jan 7 
ixon, Manchester 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, Dec. 18. 
Hanvey, Jony Joxan, Horsham, Sussex, Licensed Victualler Jan 10 Harvey v Harvey, | 
Swinfen Eady and Neville, JJ Butler, Horsham 
Joszra, Roserra, Greencroft gdns, Hampstead Jan 19 Pool v Joseph, Kekewich and 
Joyce, JJ Harris & Co, Finsbury circus 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.— Fripay, Dec. 14. 


Avo.ruvs, Exma, Sutherland av, Maida Vale Jan16 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Asusy, Heres, Cheltenham Jani15 Rickerby, Cheltenham 

Batestaa, Frorence Avousta, Castle st East, Oxford st Jan 19 Petch & Co, Bedford 
row 


Seages, Bassame, Kendal, Westmorland, Cattle Dealer Feb 4 Thomson & Wilson, 


Ken 
ee Right Rev Eowarp Hesay, Westbourne ter Jan24 Ellis & Co, Basing- 
st 


Bittox, Josern Faaxcis Suoxe, Radmanthwaite, nr Mansfield, Travelling Photographer 
Jani Bryan & Armstrong, Mansfield 
Brosset-Mavu ce, Francis Bexsautx, New Milton, Hants Jan 14 Routh & Co, South- 
ampton st, Bloomsbury 
mates, ae James, Redland, Bristol, Bicycle Shopkeeper Jan 31 Osborne & Co, | 
risto 


Broan, Atice Exiza, Twickenham Dec31 Haslip, Martin’s In 
Burcaer, Taomas, Cheltenham Jan31 Rickerby, Cheltenham 


Carestrourat, Ayxa, North Side, Clapham Common Jan 14 
Victoria st 


Cazrxe, Mary G 
Holborn 


Cazyxe, Witt1am Romvey, Colby rd, Upper Norwood, Surgeon Jan 31 
ampton st, High Holborn 


Levenshulme, nr Manchester, Plumber 


Sanderson & Co, Queen 
Grace, York rd, West Norwood Jan31 Gillman, Southampton st, High 
Gillman, South- 


Cottier, Cuaares, Jan 15 Hardicker, Man- 


ester 
Cuorgr, Georcs Hatcorr, East Dereham 


Jan 31 Cooper & Norgate, East Dereham 


Corsstt, Joux, Droitwich Jan14 Crowders & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields j 


Coasett, Tnomas, Droitwich Jan14 Crowders & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Corgi, Extry Jirxtxs, Sandringham gdns, Ealing Jan31 Turrell, Austin friars 

Dez Croisemare, Marquise Avcvsta Jane, Bath Jan15 Rooke & Co, Bath 

Dicxixsos, Joux, Sheffiel€, Com Dealer Feb 16 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 

Dimest, Evizanetn, Oxford rd, Kilburn Jan15 Smith & Son, High rd, Kilburn 

Drxosx, Amecia Mancaretta Jamesoy, Caistor, Lincs Feb1 Crust & Co, Beverley 

Extas, Jase, Vron Heulog, Menai Bridge, Anglesea Jan25 Alsop & Co, Liverpool 

Exuiort, Evizaseta Kixosiey, Aylesbury Jan10 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 

Eppa, Timvtuy, Maidstone Jan 21 Ellis, Maidstone 

Evesiss, Ciara, Aston Manor, Warwick Jani15 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 

Feswick, Ax» Ex.tzasetu, Awkley, nr Doncaster Jan17 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 

Fretcuer, Wiitram, Gravesend, Timber Merchant Jani1 Troughton, Gravesend 

Dez 31 Lewis & Holman, Lewes 

Goopgicu, Cuargies James, Palgrave, Suffolk Jani4 Lyus & Sons, Diss 

Goopsatt, Davin Hexay, Devonshire pl, Marylebone, Surgeon Jan 31 
Thirlby, Mitre ct, Temple 

Haica, Davin, Halifax Jan28 Dey, Halifax 

Haarres, Jous, Buckingham Jani2 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 

Haves, Jciis Axsiz, Cambridge rd,Lee Jani15 Piper, Norfolk st, Strand 

Hours, Saucer, Sandiway, Chester Jan 31 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 

Iagtayp, Mansy Axs, Surbiton Feb14 Lovell & Co, Gray’s ion sq 

Jacxsox, Geonce Farpericx, Eastbourne Jan 15 Lewis, Eastbourne 

Jouxsox, Axsie, Cullercoats, Northumberland Jan15 Mather & Dickinson, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Joxus, Hesrzz, Falmouth Jan15 Jenkins, Penryn, Cornwall 


Fitt, E.izaseta, Lewes 


Merrimans & 


Kevess, Isapexz Wagmixctos, Penzance, Corawall Jan 10 Thomas, Penzance 
Lacoetz, Boxirace Avovuste, Eastbourne, Spirit Merchant Jan 15 Lewis, Eastbourne 
Mavosizy, Dorotuy, Accrington Feb1 Bunting, Accrington 

Macoorrt, Jous, Bridlington, Yorks Jan 31 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Owes, Janes, Shalstone, Bucks, Farmer Jan12 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 


| Bayyes, Jouy, Ulleskelf, Yorks 


Revet, Caaries, Mansfield, Notts Jan1 Bryan & Armstrong, Mansfield 


Revet, Sana Resecca, Mansfield, Notts Jan 1 Bryan & Armstrong, Mansfield 

Samrsox, Rev Desmorp Henry Wrwx, Callow End, Worcester Jan 14 Beauchamp & 
Gallaher, Worcester 

Saviturz, Katuerixe, Westcliff on Sea, Essex Jan 26 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Scort, W1it14m, Haversham, Bucks Jan19 Parrott, Stony Stratford, Bucks 

Seymour, Witu1am, Wrangle, Lincs, Farmer Jan 10 Walker & Co, Alford 

Sueeeatt, Cuages, Bullclough Grindon, Staffs, Farmer Dec 31 Hacker & Allen, Leek 

ee Gow rorp, Forest Gate, Essex, Engineer Jan31 Carr & Co, Rood In, 

s 

Tatsor, Major-General Fitzroy Somerset, Buckerell Lodge, nr Exeter Feb1 James& 

Snow, Exeter 


| Tuomas, Jang, Penzance Jan10 Thomas, Penzance 
| Turner, Ricnagp, MD, Fawe Park rd, Putney Jan 20 Nicholson & Crouch, Surrey st, 
Strand 


Warts, Wituram, Crossway Green, nr Stourport, Farmer Jan 16 Watson, Stourport 


Wiaews, Frepertck Grorce Wittram, Mark In, Oil Merchant Jan 12 Fullilove & Qo, 
Cannon st 


Woopyarp, Witui4m, Linstead Parva, Suffolk, Farmer Jan12 Garrod & Wilson, Diss 


London Gasetie.—Tvurspay, Dec. 18. 


Davip Wittiam, Stoop House, nr Constable Burton, Yorks, Farmer Jan % 


Maughan, Middleham, SO, Yorks 
Batpwix, James, Compton, Southampton, Brewer Jan 23 Paris & Co, Southampton 
Janis W & KET Wilkinson, York 
Biouyrt, Sir Eowarp Caanrces, Imberhorne, nr East Grinste:d Jan 16 Hughes, East 


Akg, 


Grinstead 

Brooxs, James Amos, Lound, Suffolk, Beer Retailer Jan 18 Burton & Son, Gt 
Yarmouth 

eee Wittram, Church ct, @lement’s In, Solicitor Jan 16 Kennedy & Co, 


urch ln, King William st 
Curr, ae Ayxez, Withington, Manchester Jan 13 Jones & Payne, Manchester 


Caosstey, Jouw Wituram, Lidgett Green, Bradford Jan 15 Farrar & Crowther, 
Bradford 


Daasixe, Resecca WitueLmina, Bath Feb1 Meade-King & Sons, Bristol 
Davenport, Emma, Malvern Link, Worcester Jan15 Yonge, Worcester 

Dixox, Heasert, Morley, Yorks Jan 31 Stephenson, Leeds 

Epwakps, Jouy, Bristol Jan21 Atchleys, Bristol 

Everest, Bexsamix, Putney, Builders’ Merchant Feb 14 Wainwright & Co, Staple inn 
Faraz, Asranam, Bournemouth Jan19 Booth & Co, Leeds 

Farrer, Henry Ricuarp, King st, St James’ Jan24 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn flelds 
GoopcuiLp, James, Chalvey, nr Slough, Bucks Jan15 Charsley & Reynolds, Slough 
Granam, Frepenicxs, Liverpool, Master Mariner Jan 30 Collins & Co, Liverpool 


| Greaves, Hepazipau, Ossett, Yorks Feb5 Lawrence, Ossett 


Greenwett, Baker, Boscombe, Hants Jan12 Poole & Robinson, Union ct, Old Broadst 
Hasruam, Jonny, Wood Green Jan 25 Garrett, Gt James st 
Hagaison, Apetine Lavra, Northenden, Chester Jan19 Lea, Manchester 


' Harrison, Frank Pexss, Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs Jan 19 Lea, Manchester 


Herzier, Mary Ayn Cuvurcuity, Budleigh Salterton, Devon 
Chard, Somerset 


Husxixsoy, Rosert, Nottingham, Wheelwright Jan 18 Acton & Marriott, Nottingham 


Jerrerson, IsapeLta Frayces, Spital Tongues, Newcastle on Tyne Jan 14 Ward, 
Newcastle on Tyne 


Lewis, Lzowanp Aveny, Tunbridge Wells Feb1 Calkin & Co, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’sina 

Livineston, IsaBetLa, Newcastle on Tyne Jan14 Ward, Newcastle on Tyne 

Lurruan, Cuarues, Reading, Licensed Victualler Jan 26 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Moss, James, Bedminster, Bristol Jan 21 Sturge, Bristol 

Patuenr, Exiza Axy, Fleetwood, Lancs Jan16 Hardwicke, Fleetwood 

Powe tt, Sanan Sopuia, Chester Jan16 Royle & Reynolds, Chester 

ees a Epwarp Wipprincton, Redcar, Yorks Jan 1 Swarbreck & Willan, 

e 

Resan, Naser Bensamiy, Seymour bldgs, Marylebone Jan 5 G B Sear, St John’s rd, 

enge 


Jan 25 Clarke & Lukin, 


Severs, Eutty Avavusta, Penybont Hall, Radoor March 1 Vaughan, Builth 


Tuomas, Taomas, Old Bridge, Morriston, Swansea Jan 31 Leeder & Morris, Swansea 


| Warxer, Joun, Bileby, Leicester, Builder Jan12 Hands, Loughborough 


Waremaey, Sir Syoxey Hepizy, Chesham pl, Belgrave sy Feb 14 Merrimans & 


by, Mitre ct, Temple 
Watts, Anxe, Nailsea, Somerset Jan21 Sibly, Bristol 
Westeor, Evizazeta, Aspley Guise, Beds Feb1 Conquest & Clare, Bedford 


Wixissoy, Wit114m, Swinton, Yorks, Glass Bottle Manufacturer Feb1 J W & AEB 
Hattersley, Mexborough 


Wericut, Witu14m, Gt Bentley, Essex Dec 28 Prior, Colchester 








Bacuis!, Mexsorri, Luton, Blockmaker 


Deci10 Ord Dec 10 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gas'te, Faivar, Dec. 14 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ord Dee 11 


Park High Court Pet Bept10 Ord Dec Birmiagham Pet Dec 11 


ALpugp, Jons, Greenbank, pore Chester ashton antes | Beasszy, Groce, Lane End Farm, Patton, Malpas, 
lyne Pet Nové 


Ord Dec 





| Bags, Bese Tonypandy, Boot Dealer Pontypridd Pet | Burvews, Hitpaic Ewanr, 


| Bexxise, Hewny, Hill Top, West Preavtch, Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet Dec 12° Ord Dee 1 


Axenorp, Josrrn Bacnuover, Woodstock oe i Bowes, Mascarer Hawwan, Edg 


Vasmer Crewe Pet Decll Ord Dec 


Luton Pet, Baiwpiz, Sern, Darwen, Lancs, Boot Maker Blackburs 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

B.dford, Grocer Bedford Peé 

Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Cantritt, Agruur, end Gzorzor Warten Lowe, Derby, 
Stonemasons Derby Pet Dec lO Ord Dec 10 

Cursnine, Eager aanee, Burnley, Tobacconist Burnley 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 1 


Danxs, Epwagp, iene Builder Birmingham Pe 
Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 





ee Birmingham 
Ord Dee 11 








Pattrot 
Pont 


Pooxe, I 
Swat 


Pors, F 
Ord 
Paescor 
Darv 
Dec. 
Paror, A 
ford 


Paocror, 


Wuire, 
Dec 1 


Watrret 
York 
Dec 1 


Wizsoy, 
Stock 


Axeroyp 
Park 


ALLITT, 
Of | 
Autvu, I 
Dec 4 
Ciarke, | 
Off B 
CLayron, 


31 at 


Cunninae 
Gissc 
10.45 


Daviss, ] 
» Vi 
Davies, | 
Carns 
East g 


Duswey, | 
22 at 


Fasrar, . 
Dec 2 
Gaupy, | 
Trav 
bldgs 


Geararp, 
Ree, | 


Haratson 
at12 


Horruaw 
Mana 
Janes, ¥ 
Faro 
Carrn 
Lewis, I 
Crypt 


Loxa, W: 
191, € 
Lonanort 
Holde 
Loutey, . 
27 at 
Narces, ] 
Ree, 4 
Nearer, . 
Bro: 


ke 






06. 


d 
champ & 


len, Leek 
Rood In, 


James & 


jurrey st, 


irpart 
ve & Co, 


ion, Diss 


Jan 2 
npton 
thes, East 
& Sop, Gt 
edy & Co, 


ster 
Crowther, 


jtaple inn 
inn flelds 
Slough 

001 

ld Broad st 
er 

e& Lukin, 


lottingham 
14 Ward, 


incoln’s ina 


ding 


& Willas, 


John’s rd, 


Swansea 


rrimans & 


W&ABkE 


Blackburs 
edford Pet 


wwe, Derby, 
610 


ist Burnley 
pgham Pe 
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Davies, — Liverpool, Butcher Liverpool Pet Dec 11 
Orda 


Forpuam, A.raep, New Malden, _ Merchant Kingston, 
Burrey Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 


Gasr. Witttam Epwarp, ules High Court 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 


Kiutam. Taomas, Randolph rd, oe House, Builder 
High Court Pet Nov7 Ord D 


Levenserc, Paitiur, Leman st, etl Dealer High 
Court Pet NovJ5 Ord Dec 12 


Lows, Jou, Birch Vale, Derby Stockport Pet Dec 10 
Ord Dee 10 
Leutey, Jouns Wicxiam, Scriven, nr Knaresborough York 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 
Moatzy, P., Southport, Plumber Liverpool Pet Nov 22 
“aa 


Newsou.p, Grorcr Asnroy, and Grorcs Epwarp Gaeex, 
ee Confectioners Wakefield Pet Dec 11 Ord 
ll 


Nyz, Tsouas Joun, Gillingham, Kent, Tailor Rochester 

Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

PuitpotTs, Morcan, Abercynon, — General Dealer 
Pont)pridd Pet Decil Ord Decl 

Poott, Eowarp Joun Cotston, arte French Polisher 
Swansea Pet Decill Ord Dec 11 

Porz, Freprric, Cannon st High Court Pet March 14 
Ord Dec 12 

Pesscott, Joun Henry, and Francis Asan Prescott, 
Darwen, Lanes, Coach Proprietors Blackburn Pet 
Dec 10 Ord Dec 1 

Paton, AUGusTus ~ninal Chelmsford, Fishmonger Chelms- 
ford Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 

Paocror, Joux, La yg 
Kendal Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 

Prout, Josava, Barry, Glam, mort Cardiff Pet Dec 12 
Ord Dec 12 


Nitnestenl, Labourer 


Rost, Wittiam, St Helen's, > e Mus‘c Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet Decll Ord Dec1 

Suast, Atseet Epwarp, Tem x Bristol, Temperance 
Hotel Keeper Bristol Pet Dec 10 Ord’ Dec lu 

Taomas, WILLIAM a Hoole, Chester Chester Pet 
Dec 10 Ord Dee 1 

Tuaorne, WILtIAM hog Little Keyford, Frome, Somerset, 
Haulier Frome Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Usswortn, Artnur, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, Baker 
Derby Pet Decl10 Ord Dec 10 

Wuite, sittin peste Licensed Victualler Derby Pet 
Dec1l Ord Decl 


Watrre.i, ALrrep oiled Roborough, Robin Hood's Bay, 
Yorks, Surgeon Stocaton on Tees Pet Dee 11 Ord 
Dec 11 

Wi.son, Rosert, Howden Farm, Aycliffe, eam, Farmer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Decii Ord Dec 1 


FIR3T MEETINGS. 


Axsroyp, Joszrx Bacxnovss, Woodstock rd, ena 
Park Dec 28at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ne, Horace, Wisbech, Cambridge Dec 22 at 1230 
& Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


bse, m, Daviv Tuomas, Danley, nr Stourpourt, Worcester 
Dec 28 at 1230 Mr A DC Loft, Solicitor, Stourport 


Ciarke, Cuaries Herseat, Nottingham Dec 22 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 


CLarron, Witttam, Lutterworth, Leicester, Saddler Dec 
31 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Cunsincuam, Tomas Ayscoves, and Waurer Sranixc 
Gissoy, Gt Grimsby, Paint Manufacturers Dec 22 at 
10.45 Off Rec, 8t Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Davies, Peter, Liverpool, Butcher Dec 28 at12 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liver pool 

Davizs, Ricuarp, Liechwedd Hafod Ucha, Penmachno, 
Carnarvon, Farmer Dec 22 at 11.30 Crypt chmbrs, 
Eastgate row, Chester 

Duswey, Gronce Wiittam, Beeston, Notts, Builder Dec 
22 at 11.80 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Fasrar, Josern Pazstor, Greenheys ate, Builder 
Dec 22at11 Off Rec, Byrom * "“Manch 

Gaupy, Wituram Epwarp, Ulverston rd, RD 
Traveller on Commission Dec 31 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

ee. by my Morcambe, Draper Dec 22at1l Off 

4, Chapel st, Preston 

Thera Tom WivtAM, Caistor, Lincs, Labourer Dec 28 
atl2 Off R o, 31, Siver st, Lincola 

Horruaw, Mavarce Heesear, Morat st, Brixton, Theatrical 
Manager Dec 28 at 11 Bankruptcy dldgs, Carey st 

Janes, Witu1aMm, Liandre Farm, Lianycefn, Pembroke, 
Farrer Dec 22 at 12.30 » 4, Queen st, 
Carrmarthen 

Lewis, Davip Jouw, Oswestry, ®tationer 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Ghates 

Loxe, Wituram, Birmingh Pig 
191, Curporation st, Gisntogioa 

Loyxanortom, Jouw Caantes, Gainsborough. Off Licence 
Holder Dec 28 at12.3) Of Ree, 21, Silver st, Lincoln 

Loutey, Joux WTR, Serivan. nr Knaresborough Deo 


Dec 22 at 12 





Dee 28 at 11 


Mais Off Reo, The Red House, Duncombe pil, York 
Narienx, Buysaumm, Brighton, Builder Dec 22 at 11 Off 
’ 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton : 


Neax, Jouw Hevay, in ot, v, Tosuran 
Broker Dec 28 at 12 = ER My Carey at 7 











Nevitr, Witt Heyer. Whitchurch. Salop, Farmer 
Dec 28 at 12 Off Rec, Newcastle, Staffs 


Prout, Josuva, Barry, Glam, Builder Dec 22at10.39 Of 
Ree, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 


Sragpen, Cuantes Epwanrp, Oadby, Eatonton, Builder 
Dec 31 at 3 Off Reo, 1, Berridge st, Le 


ee 5 Oo Norwich, Harness Maker etl 24 at 12 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


seers Joun, Abercanaid, Bat 2 Tydfil, Collier Dec 22 
at12 135, High st, Mertbyr Tydfil 


Seid Wittram Atrarp, Hoole, Chester Dec 22 at 11 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 


Tarasuen, Witxiam, Cardiff, Dealer Dec 31at12 Of Rec, 
117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 


Unswoats, Arrsavs, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, Baker 
Dec 22 at11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ae sy Tonypandy, oo Boot — Ponty- 
Pet Dec It Ord Dee 


Ro Hewsry, Hill Top, ie a, Grocer Weet 
Bromwich Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 


Bowex, Marcaret Bannan Epbosten, Birmingham Bir- 
meee. Pet 


Decl O 


Brixp.ie, Sets, Darwen, Lancs, Boot Maker Blackburn 
Pet he 10 ’ Ord Dec 10 


Burrows, Faroerick James, Warminster, wi, Coal Mer- 
chant Frome Pet Nov23 Ord Deo 1 


Caitieau, Pav, Gray's inn rd, General ieihaen High 
Court’ Pet Sept 24 Ord Dec 1 


CanTaitt, Arraur, and George Watrer = Derby, 
Stonemasons Derby Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec I 


Caesurer, Eanest ALseat, Burnley, Lieto oy 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 


Curster, Taouas, Stockport Liverpool 
Dec 10 


Barnley 

Pet Sept 17 Ord 

Crore, inane. Pelham st, Tailor High Court Pet Novi 
Ord Dec 8 


Coorgr, Artuur Issitr, Pendleton, Salford, Lanes, Provi- 
sion Manufacturer ‘Bulford Pet Dec7 ‘Ord Dec 10 


Gaxpy, Wititam Epwarp, Walthamstow. Traveller on 
Commission High Court Pet Decll Ord Dec il 
Hotuway, Percy Freperick Bappevey, Carshalton High 

Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Dec7 


Jones, er New eae, Builder Birkenhead Pet 
Oct 11 Ord Dec 8 


Kinesy, ies Auvseet, Betchworth, Surrey, Corn Mer- 
chant Croydon Pet Nov 10 Ord Dee 7 


Lovatt, Wrttiam, Biddulph Moor, Biddulph, Staffs, 

Builder Macclesfield Pet DecS Ord Dec 10 

Lows, Jou, * ee Vale, Derby Stockport Fet Dec 10 
Ord Dec 10 


samen. 5 Joun Wiitiam, Scriven, nr Koatesborough York 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 


Newsoutp, Grorce Asnton, and Georce Epowarp Grerer, 
Doncaster, Confectioners Wakefield Pet Decll Ord 
Dec 11 

Nya, Tuomas Joun, Sage, Kent, Tailor Rochester 
Dec 12 Ord Dec 1 

Peraixe, Faeperick <a West Ealing, House Fur- 
nisher Brentford Pet Nor8 Ord Dec8 

Paitrotrs, Moraax, Abercynon, oom, General Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 1 


Poots, Epwarp Joun Cotstox, “cama French Polisher 
Pet Dec ll Ord Dec ll 

Powett, Wittram Ricaanp, Ryton. nr Shifnal, Salop, 
‘Parmer Madeley Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 10 

Poupesrs, Joux Hewry, and Francis Avsax Parscorr, 
Blackburn, a Proprietors Blackburn Pet Dec 
10 Ord Dec 10 

Patserave, Duxcaw Cuartes Rexwey, Saffron Walden, 
Essex Cambridge Pet Aug 2) Ord Deo 12 

Pator, Avcustus Dive. int, Fishmonger Chelms- 
ford Pet Dec8 

Joux, Boge orpe. “~ morland, Labourer 

Pet De312 Ord Dee 1 


Paovt, Josuva, Barry, Glam, sont Cardiff Pet Dec 12 
Ord Dec 12 


Procros. 
Kendal 


Row, Wituiam, St Helens. ‘weaned Music Dealer Liverpool 
et Dec 11 Ord Dee 1 


ioe Tuomas iene. Sait Solicitor Burnley Pet 
Nov 15 Ord Dec 


Smart, ALpert pate arp, Victoria st, Tem Bristul, 
ee utel Keeper Bristal’ Pet 10 Ord 
© 10 


Tuomas, Mes euseee, Hoole, Chester Chester Pet 
Dec 10 Ord Decl 


Tuorne, WILLIAM praca Little Keyford, Frome, Scm weet, 
Haulier Frome Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 


Uneworta, Arrave, pe] Bournemouth, Baker 
Derby Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 


Wartaow, Lesrrs, agg Lancs, Builder Burnley Pet 
Nov 15 Ord Deel 


Weaiss, Evasxe tan Ba 1 st, _ orter of Goods 
"High Court Pet N a ed Det . 


Wi a, party "kineus Siento Derby Pet 
“Dee ll 1 





Warrrett, Atrarp Heray, =~ Robin Hood's Bay 
Yorks, Surgeon Stockton on 


Pet Deo 11 Ord 
Dee lt 


Witsor, Roce, Aral pete, Farmer Stockton on 
Tees Deo 11 Ond Des 


DB Per Feux, Winds “4 Stamford hill. B'ouse 
Manufacturer High Court PetOct 10 Ord Deeé 


mf linumdataion 
London Gazette of Oct 30 and Nov 16: 


Isaacs, Ls ~y Chrisp Provision Dealer High 
Court Pet Aug 29 ‘Sua Oes 2 


Amended notice substituted for that 
London Gazette 


Gazette of Nov 30: ——_ 


Samucets, Joux, Old a ré, Clothier High Court Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


Haccer, Acrazo, Shrewsbury, Milliner Shrewsbury 
‘Adjad May 28," 1996 Annul and Reso Dec 8, 1906 


London Gozette.—Tuzspay, Dec. 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Braves, Groncz Anrave, Hanover rd, Willesden, Carpen- 
: ter’ High Court Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 
Bowss, Resecca, and Jaues Taouas Wittiam Guen- 
"eet , Durham, Drapers Newcastle on 
Pet Deo 12 Ord Deo 14 
2a Wruian, Mas » Yorks, Painter 


Sheffield Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15: 


De Bercetoup, Paci (Baron), West Croft Stad Farm, 
" Cricklewood Barnet Pet Ot 5 Ord Ord Dec 13 
D , Avoxzo, Rawfolds, Liversedge, Yorks, Locomo- 
"live Ragioe wtoker Dewsbury Fet Dec 14 Ord 
Dec 14 
Drxox, oom 5 Mov tp 
Luton Pet Dec 13 


Downs, Epwarp, 
High Court 


, Dunstable, Manufacturer’s Agent 
Ord Dee 18 . 


, Stock and Share Dealer 


Pet Nt Mov'e Ord Dec 14 
. Argtruvr Hewey, Rall Farm. Whimple, Devon 
~~. Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 


Fanisa, rs Vaveuas, Elm Park gins High Court 
Pet Oct6 Ord Dec 4 


F padi setee, Halifax, Lodging House Keeper 
"Halifax Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 


Gissox, wens eo Insurance Agen 


Gaummett, coe Stoke upon Trent, Coal Dealer 
Stoke upon Trent Pot Det 3" 0 Ord Dee 14 


Guster, Taomas, ae Ao Boot Dealer Merthyr 
Tydtl Pet Dec 

Hargovina, — Stone, Staffs, Brewer’s Manager Stafford 
Pet Dec Ord Dec 14 

Herworta, aie Faeras, and Wares papers, 
B , Yorks, Contractors Dewsbury Pet BT) 


as James, Wakefield, Labourer Wakefield Pet 
13 Ord Dec 13 


J , Pet 
Janes, Davin, Treen Mon, Fishmonger Tredegar 


F Ciarach, Al 
ee ee 
Juvsox, ay re Mansfield, Notts, Farmer Nottingham 

Pet Dec l4 Ord Dec 14 
eas Ye se Dulwich, Company Promoter 


19 Ord Dec 14 
Jovzs, Atuert, West Auckland, Durham, Motor Mechanic 
Durham Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 14 


K a, Penbedw, 
7°" Pembroke, Timber siout, Boneath, inated, Pate, 
4 


Keaansisr, Wr 
Pet Dec3 Ord 


Kono ance, Onan 3 hs Bois Orbe 
x + yaaa samme Stockport Pet Dee 14 


u Babonia Os “if Oat Deel . ’ 


am Min Des 14 Ord’ Dee 4 


Joux Joszra, New Cleethorpes, Labourer 
me octanby Pat Dee 14 "Ord Deo 14 


Marxs, J ‘Leeds, Travelling Jewellez: Leeds Pet Dee 
1a” Ord Deo 14 


ean LL tree Fete "Onl Des 1a 


M . Jonx Da Accouatant 
mite ie oo 


Sams, Jaen, Suen, Naruas, and _Lece 


THAR. ‘Tailors 
Pinchesher “Pet Deed Ord Des 14 
Oares, Anruva, Baby, Yorba Bradford Pot Deo 1¢ Ont 


Boog, Jomuon Ge » Deayiaae, Sage Bolton Pet 


a ce ea Oldham 


Mackay, 
Stockton on 
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Roor, Dow Dismanrs. Upton. nr Birkenhead, Cheshire 
Birkenhead Pet Nov 27 Ord Dee 13 
Sxvupper, Grorce Freperick, om, Mill Furnisher 
rr Court Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 1 
Brracc, Wiitram Josern, Reading, caaue Victualler 
ding Pet Dec 6 Ord Dee 12 
Taautarerno, James Naporzoy, ng gt rd, Lewisham 
Greenwich Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 
— Feng yy K Jouy, Flixton, tas, 
et Dec 18 Ord Dec 13 
‘jenn or, Joan Atraep, Aston jucta Birminrham, Warwick 
Upholsterer Birmingham Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 13 
Tayvor, Jouw Cockram, King’s rd, Chelsea, Solicitur High 
Court Pet Dec 3 Ord Dee 13 


Grocer fSaiford 


Tuomas, Wittiam Henny, Girlington, Bradfora, Mechanic’s 


Labourer Bradf.rd Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 
Wititamson, Ricnarpv, Leeds, Newsagent’s Assistant Leeds 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Wiswoop, Jonny Witttam Taomas, 
Birmngham Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 
Woop, Frep, and Hersert Woon, Watersheddings, 
Oldham, Builders Oldham Pet Dec15 Ord Dee 15 
Wvon, Josera Assert, North Duffield, nr Selby, Yorks, 
——s house Keeper Yorks Pet Dec 14 Ord 
Waicat, Artuun Ernest, Leicester, Cabinct Maker 
Leicester Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 


RECEIVING ORDER DISCHARGED. 


Rawuinson, Janes, Liverpool, Produce Broker Liverpool 
Rec Ord Oct 16° Dis Dec 7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bacuts1, Mexyorrt, Luton, Blockmaker 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Beate, Rosert, Tonypandy, Boot Dealer Dec 27 at 3 
High st, Merthyr yafil 

Buagpey, Hitpaic Ew akT, Bedford,Grocer I 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

CasTrRitt, Artausg, and Grorcr Water Lows, 
Stonemasons Dec 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 47, 
Derby 

Denton, Atonz0, Rawfolds, Liversedge, Yorks, 
tive Engine Btoker Dee 28 at 10.30 
chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Dossox, Witttam, Maxton, Dover, General Shopkeeper 
Jan'3at915 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 


Full st, 


Locomo- 


Dowss,; Epwarp, Finsbury pvmnt, Stock Dealer Jen 1 et | 


ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Dyer, Astave Hexay, Whimple, Devon, Farmer Jan 3 | 


at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 


Epwarp, Cuar.es, Rusholme, Manchester, Packing Case 


Maker Dec 3iat3 Off Rec, Byr:m et, Manchester 
Eu.is, Hosea Tart, Brindle Heath, Pendleton, Salford, 
Tailor Jan 9 at 10.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Farisn, Rupert Vavouas, Elm pk gins 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Gipsox, Witt1am Mayy, Bramley, Leeds, Insurance Agent | 


Dec 31.a%11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Lede 
Gustgr, Tuomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Boot Dealer 
135, "High st, ‘Merthyr Tydfil 
Herwortu, Grorce Farrar, and Watters Herwortn, 


Dec 31 at 3 


Batley, Yorks, Contractors Dec 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, | 


Bank chmbrs, Corpoiation st, Dewsbury 

Herueainctrox, Barker Tuomas, 
Auctioneer Dec 28 at 12 

isle 

Jozt, Louis, Croxted rd, West Dulwich, Company Pro- 
moter Janiat2.30 Bankruptcy bidga, Carey st 

Jones, Jouw Riceasp, Shanklin, I of W, Lailor Dec 31 at 
3.15 Off Rec, 33a, ” Holyrood st, Newport, I of 

Kittam, Tuomas, Randolph rd, Custom House, Builder 
Dec 31 at 11 Bankrupicy bidgs, Carey st 

Levexseno, Puttir, Leman st, Tobacco Dealer Jan 2 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Macury, 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Noi thampton 

Masons, Henry, Folkestone, Confectioner Jan 3 at 9.30 

Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Marks, Jacos, Leeds, Travelling Jeweller Dec 31 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, 


sete Tomas eo) Gillingham, Kent, Tailor Dec 31 at | 
11.80 | Tacutaverno, James Narorgoy, Ladywell rd, Lewisham 


115, High st, Kochester 


Putitrotrs, Morcay, Abercynon, mamas Deater Dec | 


Wat3 135, High st, Merth: 

Picksaisa, Tuomas Emersox, Heathneld, Garforth, Yorks, 
Dec 27 at 11.40 Off Ree, 6, ae > "Wakefield 

Pickus, Witiiam Joux, Berkham ed, Herts, Solicitor Dec 
@at12 1,8t Aldates, Oxford 

Poo.z, Epwasp Jous Coxstox, Swansea, French Polisher 
Dec 28at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

seen ay Bush lane House, Cannon st Dec 81 at 12 

kruptcy ‘bidgs, Carey st 

ey pas Tuomas, Bolton, Draper Dec 28 at 3 
Exchange st, Bolton 

Sister, Joux Witiiam, 8t Leonards on Sea, Suseex, 
No ate Dec 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 


Jan 1 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Tatsor, Watrer Henny, Gravesend, 
Mascaee, Dec 28 at 2.30 Off Ree, 35, 


Liv 
Tayor, coe Cockram, King’s rd, Chelsea, folicitor 
31 1 Bankruptcy bl zs, Carey st 


Victoria st, 


Wuire, Euma, Derby, 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Wittrasson. Eicuasp, pee 4 Newsagent’s Assistant Dec | 
81 at 11.39 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Witsonx, Witztam Jacos, Birmingham Dec 31 at il 191, 
Corporation st, Bi:rmiagham 

Woon, Joux Hesay, Rhyl, Flint, Licensed Victualler Deo 
28at12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 





| Cats, Atbent Hemivoton, 


| Chemist 
Darks, Epwarp, ot mae Builder Birmingham Pe 


| Diprose, 


Dec 25 at 11.30 | Gipson, Witt1AM Many, ey Leeds, Senden Agent 


| 
135, | 
Jec 28 at 12.30 | 


Derby, | 


Off Rec, Bank | 
| Hicoixs, James, Wakefield, Labourer Wakefield Pet Dec 


Warwick, nr Carlisle, | 


Cuantrs, Northampton, Butcher Dec 28 at 12 


| Taycor, Joux ALFRED, 


Estate Agent's | waionr 
’ 
Leic 


Dec | 


Licensed Victualler Dec 28 at 11 


Woop, Joszrn Atsert, North Duffie’d, nr Selby, York, 
Boarding House Keeper Janlat3 Off Rec, The Red 
House, Duncombe pl, York 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Bacuts1, Mewyorti, Luton, Bedford, Bleckmaker Luton 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 13 

Beaves, George Arntuur, Hanover rd, Weleaien, Carpenter 
High Court Pet Dec15 Ord Dee 1 

Brassey, Grorcs, Shocklach, or Maps, feomee 
wich and Crewe Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 

Brotuwett, Wiiuiam, Masborough, Yorks, Pelete Shef- 
feld Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Burpen, Hitpric Ewart, Bedford, Grocer Bedford Pet 
Des 12 Ord Dec 15 


Nant- 


Ealing Brentford Pet July 
25 Ord Dee 13 


Dec 10 Ord Dec 1 


| Dewtoy, Atoxzo, Raw aie Liversedge, Yorks, Locomotive 


Ord Dec 14 
Money 


Engine Stoker Dewsbury Pet Dec 14 
Georct, St Margaret’s, ae 
Lender Brentford Pet Aug 30 Ord Dec 1 


Dyee, Agstuur Hew =. Whimple, Devon, vote Exeter 


Pet Dec14 Ord 

Faukyer, Atrrep Bracu, ints rd, - Kent rd, Builder 
High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 1 

Fixtay, Joux, Byker, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer New- 
castle on Ty ne Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 13 

Fow.er, Gzorcge Haytos, Halifax, aaegng House 

Keeper Halifax Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 

Pet Dec13 Ord D 

Percy Narwasrat, Gorell rd, Jeweller High 

Pet Nov6 Ord Dec 1 

Guster, Taomas, Merthyr oa Boot Dealer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Dee 13 Ord Dec 13 

Hanroixe, Jouy, Stone, Staffs, Brewer’s Manager Stafford 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Herworts, Georce Farrar, and Warter Herworrts, 
Batley, Yorks, Contractors Dewsbury Pet Dec 15 
Ord Dec 15 


eds 


GoopMay, 
Court 


18 Ord Dee 13 

Jaconsos, Hymay, Commercial rd, Clothier High Court 
Pet Nov 19 Ord Dec 15 

James, Davin, Tredegar. Mon, Fishmonger Tredegar Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Jerusoy, Tuomas, Mansfield, Notts, Farmer 
Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 14 

Jongs, ALBeat, West Auckland, b Dasher, Motor Mechanic 
Durham Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 


Nottingham 


Jan 1 at 12 Jones, James Kyicut, Boncath, Lianfihangel, Penbedw, 


Pembroke, Timber Merchant Carmarthen Pet Dec 14 
Ord Dec 14 

Krytoca, Samvugt Granam, Marsh, Huddersfield, Medical 
Practioner Huddersfield Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Macatx, Caaries, Northampton, Butcher Northampton 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Mackay, Atsert Epwarp, Darlington, 
Stockton on Tees Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 1 

MocLoves.um, Jonx Josers, New Cleethorpes, Labourer 
Gt Grimsby Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 

Marks, Jacos, Leeds, Travelling his Leeds 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Morcax, Joux Davip, Mountain Ash, Glam, Accountant 
Aberdare Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 

Mortey, Percy, Southport, Plumber Liverpool Pet Nov 
22 Ord Dec 13 

Oates, AnTuur, Earby, Yorks Bradford Pet Dec 14 
Dec 14 

Rapcurr, Timotuy Kyxyarnsp Newsuaeu, Temple Belwood, 
Belton, Lincs, Hydro Proprietor Sheftield Pet Nov 7 
Ord Dec 13 

Rice, Josera Tuomas, Bolton, Draper Bolton Pet Dec 14 
Ord Dec 14 


epee 


Pet 


Ord 


| Sxupper, Georce Faepgricx, Clarendon rd, Lewisham, 


Mill Furnishers High Court Pet Dec14 Ord Decl4 


Greenwich Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 14 
Ta.zsor, WALTER Henry, Gravesend, Estate Agent's Man- 
ager Liverpool Pet Oct 6 Ord Dec 14 


' Tame, Fazperice Jonny, Fiixton, Lancs, Grocer Salford 


Dec 13 Ord Dee 13 

Aston juxta Birmingham, Up- 
holsterer Birmingham Pet Drc13 Ord Dec 13 

Tuomas, WILLIAM eee Girlington, Bradford Mechanic’s 
Labourer Bradford "Pet Dee 15° Ord Dee 15 


Pet 


| Tuomson, Antnus, Hereford, gamed of Company Here- 
19> | 
| WILLIAMsox, 


ford Pet Nové Ord Dec 1 
Ricuarp, Leeds, Newsagent’s Arsistant 


Leeds Pet Deci14 Ord Dec 14 


| Witiixes, Kare, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 13 
Brightu | Woop, Frep, and Heasext Woop, Watersheddings, Old- 
Sk uppEE, Gactent Faepericx, Lewisham, Mill Furnisher | 


bam, Joiners Oldham Pet Dec 15 O:d Dec 15 
Woon, Joszva Avsert, North Dutfield, > Belby, Yorks, 
Farmer York Pet Decl14 Ord Dec 1 
Argtuvr Eayesrt, rr Cabinet Maker 
ester Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 








CALE of CHARGES for ADVERTISE- 
MENTS of WANTS, Situaticns, Partnerships, Money, 
Q™ Houses, &c., offered or required, 


Once. 
20 Words 1s. 6d, 
c= 2s. 3d. 
je. 0d. 





Where difficulty is experienced in pro 
the Soxicrrors’' JouRNAL AND WEEE] 
REPORTER with regularity it is requested Gl 
application be made direct to the Publisher,@ 


27, Chancery-lane. 


Annual Subscription, WHICH MUST BE B 


Soxicirors’ JOURNAL 
26s. ; by post, 28g; 


IN ADVANCE: 


WEEKLY REPORTER, 
Foreign, 30s, 4d. 
Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 2s. 9d. ; I 


law calf, 5s. 6d. 





AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For P on 
a cent. will be taken off the 


. a. 
Abstracts Copied 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts a 3 per 20 folios, 
Deeds Round Hand ., 2 per folio, 
Deeds ~ “ores one + 2 O per sheet, 
Full Copi 2 per folio. 

PAPER. TPecens. 1a. “per ‘sheet ; Draft, $4. 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, 





YOUNG SOLICITOR, articled to wel 
known Manchester firm (Final, Easter, 
Requires Clerkship, out of Lancashire; moderate salary 
commence ; Conveyancing and Family Business.—A 
Cavacn, RAckuaM, & Co., 46, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 


FRA W Oz. 


EGAL BUSINESS, Cases in all # 
Courts, Inheritances, Probate, — 
Divorce, Bankruptcy, Debts Collected, Opinions, 
Lton Viso.et, Avocat, 21, rue Le Pelefier, aris. 








ISSING WILL.—Anyone having kno 
ledge of a Will made by the late GAET. 
PIETRA GRUA, of 69, Ivereon-road, West Hampaste 
is requested to apply to Morice & StRope, 8, perje 
inn, Fleet-etreet, K 





ORTGAGE INVESTMENTS 
Messrs. MAY & ROWDEN have decided to dey 
further this class of business, and will therefore be glad 
see both Borrowe1s and Lenders ; only good-class secunitij 
dealt with; no flats or weekly property. — Offices: 
Maddox-street, W. 





RACKNELL.—Would Norfolk Solicite 
/ who advertised for above four years ago kindly wil 
17, Heatbfield-gardens, Chiswick, W. 





YO EMPLOYERS.—The London and F 

vineial Legal Bureau, 206, Upper Tham 
London. ~ Numbers of suitable Clerks always on Regis 
no fees charged; Clerks Desiring Appointments requ 
to register. 





HAMBERS or ROOMS to LET on 
; teleph and electric light.—. 
to Mrs ee Butler’ s Creek, 2, New-square; 
ian, 








To COUNTRY SOLICITORS. — Old-e: 
lished London Solicitor, with convenient first-' 
Offices in quiet street opposite the Royal Courts, Offers Ui 
of his Address to Coustry Solicitor at inclusive . 
Box 68, “‘ Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter” @ 
27,C haucery-lane, Ww.c, 


OOLOGICAL GARDENS 

OPEN DAILY from 9 a.m. until sunset. Ac 
on Sundays. Fellows and Fellows’ yg only. Mo 
6d. ; other days, 1s. . The Prince of Wi 
Collection is now on view. "The Band of the 2nd 
Guards will —— from 4 to 6 o’clock every 8 


until further notice 
FROM £50 to £5,000. — — Wor 
n Town 


MONEY = pe rege to a fair & 
Biaee aBvance OF 


interest for an IMMEDIATE AD 
upon their own PROMISGORY NOTE, Caont fi Sec 
Publicity, or fees, and strictly private. 
Call or write to the Actual Lenders, 
J. WESTON & CO., ‘ 
30 & 31, DUKE STREET, PICCADI 
: LONDON 
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